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Introduction 


Trish Questions and Jewish Questions 


AIDAN BEATTY AND DAN O'BRIEN 


This book is about Irish Jewish history. First, this volume concerns 
the history of Jews in Ireland and the ways in which Irish Jews have 
interacted with mainstream Irish society. Second, it concerns the ways 
in which Irish history and Jewish history have often crossed paths, not 
only in Ireland but throughout the world. 

Irish Jewish history has a definite starting date. In the year 1079, 
according to the Annals of Inisfallen, a medieval chronicle, the first Jews 
to ever set foot in Ireland arrived from overseas, bearing gifts for their 
new hosts: “Five Jews came from over sea with gifts to Tairdelbach [an 
Irish king], and they were sent back again over sea.” It is very telling, 
for the later course of Irish Jewish history, that they were promptly 
relieved of their gifts and then ordered to leave Ireland. 

There is a subtle paradox at work in this seemingly simple sentence. 
No one in Ireland had ever seen a Jewish person prior to this inci- 
dent, yet the visitors are unambiguously described as “five Jews” (coicer 
Iudaide) and the Irish people already have a word for Jews, Iudaide, a 
medieval Gaelic word that clearly has its roots in the languages of clas- 
sical antiquity. But more than that paradox, there is also a certain kind 
of cultural knowledge at work here. The medieval Irish who gave such 
short shrift to these Jewish guests “know” some things about Jews, or 
more accurately they think some things about Jews: they “know” that 
Jews are not trustworthy, that Jews bearing gifts are not to be taken 
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into one’s care. And Jews are not suitable for residence in Ireland— 
they should be expelled from the country. It is quite telling that the 
medieval chroniclers of the Annals of Inisfallen did not feel the need to 
explain any of this knowledge: a contemporary reader would presum- 
ably have readily agreed with the underlying assumptions here about 
Jewish perfidy and untrustworthiness.! 

In this one short sentence, there are two quite different histories 
at work. First, there is a conventional social history: five Jews, pre- 
sumably seeking a better life, arrived in Ireland hoping to find refuge 
there. It was refused to them, and they were promptly expelled from 
the country. And second, there is a kind of cultural history, or what is 
sometimes called the history of ideas, in this case, ideas about Jews and 
Jewishness. This book is interested in both strands. It will focus on 
the actual social lives of actual flesh-and-blood Jews in Ireland, mainly 
focusing on the modern era. And it will also look at the Irish history 
of ideas of Jewishness: what Irish people thought of Jews, which is 
partly a history of antisemitism, as well as the history of how various 
people for various reasons have claimed that the Irish shared some- 
thing essential with the Jews. 


The Jews of Ireland 


The documentary evidence for the history of the Jews in Ireland in the 
Middle Ages, like the one sentence in the Annals of Inisfallen, is brief 
and elusive. There are various references in medieval sources to Jew- 
ish traders active in Ireland and to property owned by Jews in Dublin. 
Some of these Jewish merchants may have come in the aftermath of the 
Anglo-Norman invasion of Ireland in 1169, and indeed, for the medi- 
eval period in general, whatever Jewish community existed in Ireland 
would have been a satellite of the English Jewish community. Probably 
the only medieval Irish Jew of which there is any definite information 
is Aaron de Hibernia, Judaeus (Aaron from Ireland, a Jew). Aaron, 
apparently, was something of a rogue. He was jailed in Bristol Castle 
in England in 1283 for a number of crimes, including debasing cur- 
rency. In any case, Jews were barred from England by royal decree on 
July 18, 1290, and it is almost certain that whatever organized Jewish 
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communities may have existed in Ireland shared their fate and were 
also expelled. 

Nonetheless, there are a number of names that pop up in Irish 
medieval sources that do suggest that some Jews did remain in Ire- 
land: presumably Jewish names such as William Jew and David Abra- 
ham feature in medieval Irish historical sources. And some Marranos, 
Spanish Jews who had converted to Christianity, also appear to have 
moved to Ireland after the expulsion of the Jews from Spain in 1492. 
One particular Marrano, William Annayas, was elected mayor of 
Youghal, in Cork, in the later sixteenth century. His sons were also 
prominent figures. In general, though, the Jewish population of Ire- 
land in the later Middle Ages was practically nonexistent; aside from 
the continued ban on open expression of Judaism, Ireland in the six- 
teenth century was an impoverished and not all that peaceful place— 
not the kind of place to be attractive to outsiders. 

This situation changed somewhat in the seventeenth century 
when Oliver Cromwell decreed that Jews would be allowed to again 
live in England, a ruling that extended to include Ireland. Shortly after 
the formal return of Jews to England in 1656, there was again a formal 
Jewish presence in Ireland. But as with the earlier Jewish community 
in Ireland, this group was initially little more than a small satellite of 
the English Jewish community. And like their English cousins, the 
Irish Jewish community in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
tended to be merchants involved in international trade—the jewelry 
trade particularly—and they tended to be Dutch Sephardim, the 
descendants of Jews expelled from Spain and Portugal who ended up 
in the Netherlands before being invited to settle in the British Isles 
by Cromwell. It was with the growth of this community that the first 
synagogue in Ireland came into existence in the early 1700s, on Crane 
Lane in Dublin, said to have been in the house of a merchant called 
Phillips. As a sign of the community’s growth, the first Jewish cem- 
etery in Ireland was built in Ballybough—then a rural area just out- 
side Dublin, today a suburb of the city. Prior to the building of this 
cemetery, deceased members of the Irish Jewish community had been 
buried in Britain. For all that progress, though, the Jewish population 
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in Ireland remained quite small, even negligible, into the eighteenth 
and early nineteenth centuries. 

But starting in the later nineteenth century, the Irish Jewish com- 
munity grew, owing to a small but noticeable inward migration, mainly 
from Lithuania. Dublin had a Jewish population of 350 in 1880, most 
of whom worked as craftsmen—gold and silversmiths, watchmakers, 
and picture-frame makers. 

Cork already had a small Jewish community in the middle of the 
eighteenth century, mainly involved in the export trade from the city, 
and was large enough to support a full-time shochet, or kosher butcher. 
As early as 1725 there was a Jewish cemetery in Cork, although it has 
since been built over. The Cork Jewish community was in a period 
of decline in the early nineteenth century but was revitalized by the 
arrival of immigrants from eastern Europe in the later nineteenth 
century. This revitalization in fact took place across the entire Irish 
Jewish community. According to the 1881 census, the Jewish com- 
munity across all of Ireland numbered only 472 persons. By 1891 this 
figure had reached 1,779, and a decade later it was just under 4,000; 
the Jewish communities in Cork, Dublin, and Belfast all grew, and 
new communities emerged in Dundalk, Derry, Waterford, and Lim- 
erick. The arrival of relatively large numbers of immigrants, mainly 
coming from Lithuania, then part of the Russian Empire, fomented 
something of an intracommunal struggle within the Jewish commu- 
nity, with the Ashkenazi Jews eventually wresting control of Jewish 
institutions from what they termed the “English” element, predomi- 
nantly Sephardic Jews with roots going back in Ireland a number of 
centuries. The Lithuanian Jews also tended to be fairly poor, mostly 
finding work in Ireland as peddlers or petty traders. As some gained a 
foothold in the grocery business, there were some early tensions with 
Irish-born traders. The Limerick Boycott of 1904 remains perhaps the 
most famous manifestation of this tension. 

Another example of this kind of tension can be seen in the anti- 
semitic advertisements that regularly appeared in Irish nationalist pub- 
lications at the start of the twentieth century. Similar accusations—that 
Jews were an alien presence in the Irish economy—are apparent in the 
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mid-1920s, when the Irish Republican Army started a campaign against 
moneylenders in Dublin. As several historians have pointed out, IRA 
raids on the offices and homes of moneylenders exclusively targeted 
Jewish moneylenders. And when a Moneylenders Act was passed by 
the Dáil Éireann in 1930, there were coded references about Jewish 
moneylenders in the parliamentary debate. The first Jewish member 
of the Dail, Robert Briscoe, was elected in the 1920s for Eamon de 
Valera’s Fianna Fail party, notwithstanding this background noise of 
persistent anti-Jewish sentiment. 

Where there was something far more sinister was in Irish govern- 
ment policy regarding refugees before, during, and after the Second 
World War. Already in 1938, when Franklin D. Roosevelt had called a 
conference to deal with the international question of Jewish refugees 
fleeing Nazi Germany, Ireland had quietly refused to accept any refu- 
gees. This rejection was partly an unwillingness to allow foreigners to 
move to Ireland, but there were also specifically anti-Jewish elements 
at work here. Charles Bewley, the Irish ambassador to Nazi Germany 
in the years leading up to the war, sent openly antisemitic messages 
back to the Irish government, warning them of the danger of admit- 
ting Jewish refugees into Ireland. His various diplomatic communi- 
qués also repeated a number of common Nazi accusations about Jews 
controlling the German media or causing Germany’s defeat in World 
War I. Unsurprisingly, Bewley was unwilling to issue Irish visas to 
Jewish refugees seeking to leave Germany. Other government bureau- 
crats refused to issue visas for Jews because they claimed they wanted 
to avoid the danger of antisemitism and argued that an increased Jew- 
ish presence in Ireland would be seized upon by antisemites. In a small 
number of cases, though, the Jewish Dail deputy Robert Briscoe and 
Chief Rabbi of Ireland Isaac Herzog were able to use their political 
connections to gain residency visas for Jewish refugees. 

In the years since 1945, the Irish Jewish community has been in 
slow decline. Numbering about 4,000 in 1946, the community had 
dropped to 1,581 in 1991, though it has since risen to 1,984, in 2011.’ 
Nonetheless, when compared with the 45,000 Orthodox Christians, 
50,000 Muslims, or 10,000 Hindus in Ireland, it is apparent that the 
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Irish Jewish community is today a tiny minority, albeit a community 
that has become fairly well assimilated into Irish society. 


Irish Questions, Jewish Questions 


Israeli scholar of Irish history and memory Guy Beiner notes the irony 
that while the Jewish population of Ireland continues to dwindle, 
“Jewish Ireland’ has emerged as a flourishing academic topic.” Begin- 
ning with Dermot Keogh’s Jews in Twentieth Century Ireland (1998), 
there has been a steady publication of Irish Jewish books in the fields 
of memoir, history, economics, sociology, and literature. This edited 
collection is unique in drawing together these disparate elements in 
one book. It is also timely, coming out amid a decade of commemo- 
ration in both Ireland, North and South, and Israel-Palestine. The 
former reflects on events such as the 1916 Rebellion one hundred years 
on, leading on to the centenary of the foundation of the Irish Free 
State in 1922, while the latter looks back at the 1917 Balfour Declara- 
tion through to the British Mandate for Palestine in 1922. We are also 
approaching seventy years since the creation of the State of Israel in 
1948 and the declaration of an Irish Republic in 1949. It is almost a 
half century since the beginning of the Troubles in Northern Ireland 
and fifty years too since the 1967 Arab-Israeli War. Indeed, a cote- 
rie of Irish authors, led by Eimear McBride and Colm Toibin, have 
recently traveled to Israel and Palestine—along with Jewish Ameri- 
can novelists such as Michael Chabon—to write about the region five 
decades on from the Six-Day War. Closer to home, in the same year 
that the Cork synagogue closed its doors after more than a hundred 
years, Ruth Gilligan’s novel Nine Folds Make a Paper Swan (2016) and 
Simon Lewis’s poetry collection Jewtown (2016) artistically resurrect 
the now disappeared Cork Jewish community. These books will form 
the most modern elements of Ulster University’s recently launched 
“Representations of Jews in Irish Literature” project, which seeks to 
create an online database of every depiction of Jews and Jewishness in 
Irish texts dating back to antiquity. 

The Irish and the Jews are two of the classic outliers of modern 
Europe. Both struggled with their lack of formal political sovereignty in 
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nineteenth-century Europe. Simultaneously European and not Euro- 
pean, both endured a bifurcated status, perceived as racially inferior yet 
also seen as a natural part of the European landscape. Both sought to 
deal with their subaltern status through nationalism, and their nation- 
alist movements had some remarkable similarities; both emerged in a 
new form after the First World War; both had a tangled, ambiguous, 
and sometimes violent relationship with Britain and the British Empire; 
diasporas played a major role in both movements; both sought to revive 
ancient languages as part of their drive to create a new identity; and 
leading figures of both movements, such as Michael Davitt, Arthur 
Griffith, Ze’ev Jabotinsky, and Avraham Stern, had an active interest in 
the successes, and failures, of the other. The career of Irish politician 
Robert Briscoe and the travails of Leopold Bloom, the central figure of 
Joyce’s Ulysses (1922), are just two examples of the delicate balancing of 
Irish and Jewish identities in the first half of the twentieth century. 

These links and parallels are the central theme of this collection, 
which aims to bring the Jewish Questions of the modern world into 
conversation with some Irish Questions. As prominent Jewish histo- 
rian Derek Penslar has said, the “Jewish Question” (or “Jewish Prob- 
lem”) of nineteenth-century Europe shared a similar “taxonomy of 
dysfunction” with British society’s contemporary “Irish Question.” 
Penslar observes, “A hegemonic or dominant majority group that dis- 
criminated against a subaltern or minority group called the latter a 
‘problem,’ suggesting that the members of the group were themselves 
mainly responsible for its disabilities.”* 

Clustered under the part headings “Representations,” “Realities,” 
“Migrations,” and “Promised Lands,” this volume seeks to under- 
stand the shared history of the Jewish and Irish Questions (in Europe, 
Israel-Palestine, and North America), the perceptions of Jews in Irish 
popular culture, and the ways in which Irish nationalists have used 
Jewishness as a means of understanding their own minority status. In 
addition, the volume adds to the critically understudied field of Irish 
Jewish social history. 

As well as being of obvious interest to students of modern Irish 
and Jewish history and culture, this volume will hopefully appeal to 
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scholars of British imperial history, nationalism, diasporas, migration, 
whiteness studies, and race and ethnicity. Together, the assembled 
chapters provide a broad overview of Irish and Jewish history. 


Representations 


In her chapter, “British Israelites, Irish Israelites, and the Ends of an 
Analogy,” Abby Bender traces the political and literary uses of the 
Irish Israelite analogy from its origins in medieval genealogy through 
its role in Irish Jewish relations at the beginning of the twentieth cen- 
tury. Moving through Irish history, she considers Israelite genealogies 
in early Christian Ireland, the emergence of a typological imagina- 
tion in the seventeenth century, and the increasing nationalization of 
the analogy in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The chap- 
ter begins at its chronological endpoint, by examining a remarkable 
incarnation of the biblical Exodus story in 1902, when the imperial- 
ist British Israelites attempted to excavate the Ark of the Covenant 
at Tara in County Meath. Through this example and others, Bender 
explores the irony by which both colonial and anticolonial rhetoric 
has enlisted the same biblical tropes and analogies for opposite ends: 
by the twentieth century, the disenfranchised Irish and the English 
settlers had spent hundreds of years viewing themselves as Israelites 
looking for a promised land. 

R. M. Douglas’s chapter, “Not So Different after All’: Irish and 
Continental European Antisemitism in Comparative Perspective,” 
counteracts the general perception that antisemitism in twentieth- 
century Ireland has been mild, sharing little in common with the 
more virulent forms visible in continental Europe during the same 
period. Whether attributed to the negligible Jewish presence in the 
country or to the Irish people’s supposed fixation on more parochial 
concerns (especially the “national question”), such assessments all too 
typically ignore the substantial degree of evidence to the contrary, 
Douglas argues. They also leave unhistoricized the alarming levels 
of antisemitic prejudice existing in contemporary Ireland. Douglas 
contends that a highly visible strain of antisemitism can be found in 
Irish political discourse throughout the twentieth century and that 
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it shares many characteristics and correlates with its counterparts in 
mainland Europe. The chapter offers possible reasons for the failure 
of scholars and political commentators alike to accord expressions of 
Irish antisemitism the prominence in the country’s political narrative 
that, based on their prevalence, they deserve. 

Douglas’s contribution is followed by Peter Hession’s chapter, 
“New Jerusalem’: Constructing Jewish Space in Ireland, 1880-1914.” 
Hession shows how Jewish migrants to Ireland in the later nineteenth 
century responded to widespread antisemitism and unpacks the roles 
that Zionism and “spatial legitimacy” played in this response. Hession 
breaks major new methodological ground in his original approach to 
the study of Jewish Irish life. 

In “Irish Representations of Jews and Jewish Responses/Jewish 
Representations of Jews and Irish Responses,” Natalie Wynn shows 
that Irish attitudes toward the Jews remain a hotly contested topic. 
Traditional interpretations of Irish Jewish history claim that Ireland 
has exhibited relatively little anti-Jewish prejudice since the surge in 
Jewish settlement in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 
According to this version of events, Jews have experienced a compara- 
tively smooth and unhindered integration into Irish society, making a 
contribution to many fields of Irish life that has been disproportionate 
to their modest numbers. Uncomfortable episodes such as the Limer- 
ick Boycott of 1904 have been glossed over in both scholarly and anec- 
dotal histories as a form of historical aberration. Attempts to challenge 
such views have been sidelined in the efforts of the communal and 
scholarly establishment to maintain the standard, relatively unconten- 
tious, and harmonious version of events that has been presented as the 
virtual “last word” in Irish Jewish history. The polarized historical 
narrative that has resulted does little to advance our understanding of 
anti-Jewish prejudice as manifested in the Irish context. This chapter 
argues the need for a balanced and objective debate on anti-Jewish 
prejudice in Ireland. ‘Traditional understandings of the Irish reception 
of the Jews and the Jewish relationship with Ireland and the Irish are 
reexamined by Wynn through the lens of contemporary critical analy- 
sis. In particular, the insights of contemporary Jewish historiography, 
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hitherto virtually absent, are introduced. Wynn contends that negative 
popular stereotypes and anti-Jewish prejudice have played a significant 
role in molding the frequently cautious approach to Irish Jewish his- 
tory that has prevailed among scholars and nonprofessional historians, 
Jews and non-Jews, alike. 


Realities 


Sander L. Gilman’s chapter, “From Richard Lalor Sheil to Leon Pin- 
sker: The Jewish Question, the Irish Question, and a Genealogy of 
Hebrewphobia,” reexamines an often-overlooked moment in Irish 
history, when Richard Lalor Sheil, a supporter of Daniel O’Connell, 
spoke in favor of the Jews Relief Act of 1848, which removed previous 
barriers to Jews in Great Britain. In so doing, Lalor Sheil coined the 
term Hebrewphobia, one of the earliest incidents of the relabeling of 
anti-Jewish sentiment (only later in the century to be again relabeled 
as antisemitism) as a “phobia,” suggesting a form of mental illness. 
This chapter examines the speech and its specific context in Irish and 
European political history, while also focusing on the evocation of 
“prejudice” as a mental illness and its repercussions within Jewish self- 
awareness in the later nineteenth century. 

In “Rebellious Jews on the Edge of Empire: The Judzo-Irish 
Home Rule Association,” Heather Miller Rubens looks at this short- 
lived association, set up by members of Dublin’s Jewish community 
in 1908. The launch of this organization by Irish Jews who supported 
Irish national aspirations prompted a contentious public exchange in 
Jewish communal newspapers, highlighting the complexity of Jew- 
ish political and religious identities in Ireland at the beginning of the 
twentieth century. Members of the British Jewish community, in both 
Dublin and London, strenuously objected to the formation of this 
group and called for these Irish Jews to not involve their Jewishness 
in Home Rule politics. In this chapter, Rubens traces the newsprint 
narrative surrounding the foundation of the association, discussing 
how public Jewish identity was contested within an Irish context at the 
beginning of the twentieth century. 
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In her chapter, “Rethinking Irish Protectionism: Jewish Refugee 
Factories and the Pursuit of an Irish Ireland for Industry,” Trisha 
Oakley Kessler explores specific cases of Jewish migration to Ireland 
in the lead-up to World War II. As a solution to high unemployment 
and emigration, Fianna Fail’s protectionist policy, post-1932, promised 
an Irish industry that would serve the Irish people, yet this policy was 
ridden with contradictions. In response to a dearth of native industrial 
investment and manufacturing skills, the Department of Industry and 
Commerce accepted proposals from foreign industrialists. In particu- 
lar, a number of Jewish refugee businessmen offered skills that were 
of use to Fianna F4il’s industrial drive, and factories were established 
in provincial towns across Ireland. To assure the public that any for- 
eign presence in Irish industry was there purely to serve the nation, 
Sean Lemass, Kessler argues, developed a narrative of functionality 
within which he placed foreign industrialists as conduits of industrial 
processes. The question of how the imposition of such a rigid identity 
impacted Jewish refugee businessmen is examined here with particu- 
lar reference to the challenges each industrialist faced as their own 
personal circumstances changed during their time in Ireland. This 
chapter explores the complexities of identity and encounter within 
communities that had to negotiate a politically charged nationalist 
industrial narrative alongside the acceptance of nonnative industrial- 
ists as local employers and neighbors. 


Migrations 


In his reflective autobiographical essay, “Irish, Jewish, or Both: Hybrid 
Identities of David Marcus, Stanley Price, and Myself,” George Born- 
stein continues the great tradition of Irish Jewish memoir of David 
Marcus. Here Bornstein tracks the growth and awareness of his own 
interest in Jewish Irish relations. It began with his interest in romantic 
and modern poetry, which resulted in first a doctoral dissertation and 
then in 1970 his first book, Yeats and Shelley. Bornstein discovers a more 
personal connection to Ireland in the autobiography of his distant rel- 
ative Jewish Irish writer Stanley Price, which contains an account of 
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his ancestor coming to Ireland in the 1890s. Bornstein’s ongoing work 
on W. B. Yeats, and friendship with his children, Michael and Anne, 
kept him aware not just of Yeats’s involvement in Irish politics and 
culture but also his signing of a newspaper ad in America supporting 
the Zionist cause. Irish and Jewish culture came together with much 
else in his book The Colors of Zion: Blacks, Jews, and Irish (2011), a semi- 
nal work in the field of Irish Jewish literary criticism and the study of 
popular culture. 

Dan Lainer-Vos’s chapter is titled “The Irish Victory Fund and 
the United Jewish Appeal as Nation-Building Projects.” Drawing on 
his recent book Sinews of the Nation, Lainer-Vos shows how sacrifice 
and self-denial in the homeland were used to justify demands for 
financial generosity from Irish Americans and Jewish Americans. His 
contribution shows that an exchange of blood and money connected 
multitudes of people in America to Ireland and Israel through bonds 
of obligation and solidarity. 

In his chapter, “The Discourses of Irish Jewish Studies: Bernard 
Shaw, Max Nordau, and the Evocations of the Cosmopolitan,” Ste- 
phen Watt takes a look at one specific Irish Jewish literary dispute. In 
1895 George Bernard Shaw reviewed Dr. Max Nordau’s book Degen- 
eration (1893), a vastly influential work about the decline of fin de siécle 
culture. Shaw eventually damned the book as “manifest nonsense” 
and suggested the Degeneration “boom” was now totally “exhausted.” 
This chapter shows how Shaw would continue to attack the book in 
later work and in doing so made several assertions of relevance to our 
understanding of Irish Jewishness, which for him is construed not as 
a national, demographic, or hereditary fact but as a cultural construc- 
tion within which identity is inevitably hybridized. 


Promised Lands 


Muiris O Laoire’s chapter is titled “The Historical Revitalization of 
Hebrew as a Model for the Revitalization of Irish?” In a sixty-year 
period that straddled the end of the nineteenth and the beginning 
of the twentieth centuries, Hebrew was revitalized and reintroduced 
in Palestine, becoming a full-fledged vernacular of some Jews living 
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there. Later it was to become an official language of the State of Israel. 
O Laoire examines the sociolinguistic settings and conditions in 
the revitalization of Hebrew and offers comparable and contrastive 
insights to the restoration of Irish in Ireland during the same histori- 
cal period. 

Finally, Sean William Gannon’s chapter, “‘From the Isle of Saints 
to the Holy Land’: Irish Encounters with Zionism in the Palestine 
Mandate,” looks at the role played by Irishmen in the British colo- 
nial project in Palestine. As they did throughout the empire, many 
Irish served in the Mandate civil service, judiciary, and police until 
the foundation of the State of Israel in 1948. As Gannon argues, “For 
the great majority of these Irishmen, their posting to Palestine consti- 
tuted their first encounter with Jews or Jewish nationalism (or both). 
Occasionally friendly, but more frequently fraught, this encounter, in 
many cases, defined their views of Israel and Zionism for the rest of 
their lives.” 

Collectively, these twelve chapters represent a major revision of 
Irish Jewish history and an attempt to bring two interdisciplinary 
scholarly fields—Irish studies and Jewish studies—into a productive 
conversation with each other. 


PART ONE | Representations 


I 


British Israelites, Irish Israelites, 
and the Ends of an Analogy 


ABBY BENDER 


From the seventeenth century through the twentieth, a common 
strain of Irish lament involved the analogy with the Jews. Ireland’s 
preeminent bard of the nineteenth century, Thomas Moore, described 
the two nations similarly, “conquer’d and broken,” in his poem “The 
Parallel,” and even James Joyce, with his knowing and deflating irony, 
would invoke their comparative struggles in Ulysses, his “epic of two 
races (Israel-Ireland).” From poetry to politics, the widespread belief 
that both the Irish and the Jews had suffered more than other people 
persisted into the twentieth century, when George Bernard Shaw sug- 
gested, somewhat less morosely than others had, that “Jews . . . just 
like Irishmen . . . languish in their own country, and flourish in every 
other.”! But beyond the gloomy note of comparative affliction, the 
Irish had compared themselves to Jews (or their biblical predecessors, 
Israelites) not only to mourn the past but also to look forward and 
imagine how Ireland might become a modern, independent nation. 
Indeed, for most of Irish history, the Jewish experience, particularly 
the narratives of the Hebrew Bible, provided powerful protonational 
and nationalist narratives for the Irish. 

But it was not only the Irish: many other groups also found these 
biblical narratives compelling as analogies, typologies, and genealogies. 
By the twentieth century, the disenfranchised Irish had been sharing 
the Israelite trope with English settlers—who also saw themselves as 
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oppressed Israelites looking for a promised land—for hundreds of 
years. Colonial (English) and anticolonial (Irish) discourse enlisted 
that same story of the biblical Exodus from Egyptian slavery for op- 
posite ends, one of many paradoxes and complications that would 
eventually combine with other cultural and political shifts in Irish life 
to make the Irish Jewish analogy obsolete. If the Irish-as-Jew motif 
was so common as to be seen as a banal cliché by the Dubliners of 
Ulysses in 1904, by the time that novel was published in 1922 (also the 
year of the birth of the Free State), Joyce’s representation of the anal- 
ogy was already history. Only recently have we begun to unearth the 
remarkable literal and figurative Irish Jewish connections that revo- 
lutionary Catholic Ireland buried under its new discourse in the mid- 
twentieth century. 

One moment in particular—the story of an attempted excavation 
of another sort—offers a useful vantage point on how this analogy 
disappeared from Irish life. On June 24, 1902, a distinguished com- 
pany of Dublin literati—W. B. Yeats, Douglas Hyde, George Moore, 
and Arthur Griffith—set out from the city to an amateur excavation 
under way at the Hill of Tara, the site where Ireland’s high kings had 
been crowned centuries earlier. Yeats and company were on a mission 
to protect both the hill itself and any Irish antiquities that lay within 
it, for indeed the English diggers were working to disinter a singularly 
momentous artifact (although not, in fact, an Irish one). These excava- 
tors, members of a British Israelite sect who believed themselves to be 
descendants of the lost tribes of Israel, were convinced that the biblical 
Ark of the Covenant was buried beneath that hill in County Meath. 

This unconventional theory of the Ark’s secret resting place in 
the Irish countryside was authorized, as Mairéad Carew writes in 
her book on the bizarre episode, by a “strange mixture of early Irish 
history, genealogy and Old Testament rhetoric.” In a more immedi- 
ate sense, the British Israelites were motivated by an understanding 
of themselves as God’s chosen people, true inheritors of all that the 
Hebrew Bible had promised. They would use their pseudoarchaeolog- 
ical and biblical evidence to prove that this promised land—Ireland— 
truly belonged to them. According to nationalist revolutionary Maud 
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Gonne, who initiated the campaign to save Tara from the unsightly 
excavations, the diggers planned to present the Ark to Edward VII; 
in doing so, they would reconfirm the colonial relationship between 
England and Ireland and the imperial power from which their project 
had sprung. 

Meanwhile, Irish writers, politicians, and cultural nationalists, 
including those individuals who journeyed to Tara on June 24, were 
already invested in the metaphor, if not the reality, that they were the 
chosen people, the Israelites of Old Testament enslavement and libera- 
tion. Although we might have expected Yeats and his colleagues to em- 
brace any archaeological evidence that would literalize their metaphor, 
in this case they rejected it, since it came entangled with the offensive 
imperialism of the British Israelites. (And needless to say, no evidence 
of the Ark was recovered.) Literary Anglo-Irish Protestants (and Yeats 
and Hyde especially) were particularly trying to disassociate them- 
selves from the taint of their colonial past, as they faced Irish Ireland 
nationalists (including their Tara companion Griffith) who rejected 
them as non-Catholic and nonnative. Yeats and his friends had traveled 
to Tara to condemn the excavation; at Gonne’s urging, and rather as- 
tonishingly equipped with a shotgun, they meant to shut it down. Any 
association with English fundamentalists was to be sedulously avoided. 

Upon their return from Tara, the writers composed an angry let- 
ter to the Times protesting the excavation’s desecration of their Irish 
national heritage. The letter, published on June 27, 1902, and signed 
by Yeats, Hyde, and Moore (and apparently typed by Lady Gregory), 
exposes and attacks the ideological core of the British Israelite proj- 
ect: the Hill of Tara, “probably the most consecrated spot in Ireland,” 
where Irish kings once ruled the autonomous Irish nation, was being 
ruthlessly torn up by the English in yet another act of cultural appro- 
priation. Later that summer, in the poem “In the Seven Woods,” Yeats 
would try to put the distressing event out of mind: 


I have forgot awhile 
Tara uprooted, and new commonness 
Upon the throne and crying about the streets.’ 
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The British Israelite mythology, downgraded from ancient genealogy 
to “new commonness,” is quickly dispensed with, but Yeats, like his 
poem, was clearly troubled by it. That the English should find the 
biblical Ark, that through their manipulation of Irish pseudohistories 
they should be the “chosen,” and thus the rightful, people of Ireland, 
was an appalling notion for nationalists looking to prove exactly the 
opposite point. 

While trying to fend off someone else’s arrival in their promised 
land, Yeats, Hyde, Moore, and Gregory nevertheless retained the bib- 
lical Exodus as a narrative of Irish national liberation. Writing in the 
United Irishman in 1903, Yeats would reaffirm the value of the Ark, as 
if to clarify that in rejecting the excavations at Tara, he was not reject- 
ing the metaphoric potential of the Exodus story: “To me it seems that 
ideas, and beauty and knowledge are precisely those sacred things, an 
Ark of the Covenant as it were, that a nation must value even more 
than victory.”* Refusing to abdicate the biblical trope to his opponents 
(or, indeed, to address the critique from other Irish revivalists that 
biblical genealogies were highly questionable, convoluted “spurious 
Celto-Hebraic mythology”),’ Yeats held on to the centuries-long Irish 
investment in the Israelites as both literal and metaphoric ancestors. 
Indeed, ‘Tara’s association with the Israelites was not a British inven- 
tion but an Irish one, and it is just one example of the rhetorical power 
and persistence of the Israelite motif in Ireland. By the start of the 
twentieth century, negotiating the English appropriation of “their” 
Israelite story was something that Irish writers had been managing 
for years. 

The Exodus story, in particular, had long been important to Gaelic 
Irish imaginings of national struggle and provided what Breandán Ó 
Buachalla describes as “the central literary metaphor” of early modern 
Ireland—one that was “invoked incessantly.”® Indeed, the primacy of 
Exodus seems almost inevitable when we consider that the Gaelic lite- 
rati were surrounded, as it were, with biblical material from all sides 
of Irish life. There were the early Mosaic genealogies in the histo- 
ries of Keating and his predecessors, and there was the Bible itself, 
circulated and read widely in Ireland in the 1600s—in Irish as well 
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as English and Latin.’ Also circulating through the culture were the 
Exodus themes ubiquitous in English and European discourse that the 
Gaelic Irish would have encountered both in exile abroad and at home. 
These biblical stories irresistibly mirrored Irish oppression and exile. 

Irish “Israelites” found their trope embattled, however, once 
Cromwell arrived, figuring the English as Israelites and the Catholic 
Irish as Canaanites or Egyptians.* The surplus of biblical analogies was 
by no means unusual; “scriptural politics” was the norm, as David S. 
Katz notes of the English case, and for good reason: “A partial bibli- 
cal phrase, a sanctified word or two, served the dual purpose of con- 
veying a synecdochic message . . . and ratifying it with the stamp of 
divine authority.” Thus, Christians everywhere used narratives from 
the Hebrew Bible—and chiefly Exodus—as types for their own strug- 
gles.'° New promised lands became particularly compelling during the 
epochs of imperial expansion and the rise of the European nation-state. 
From England to Ireland to South Africa to the Americas, biblical rhet- 
oric circulated." Tom Garvin has remarked that “a central feature of a 
good myth is how easy it is to transfer it to new soil and to new political 
purposes,” and Exodus seemed always to take root.!” 

The seventeenth century had been, as Katz explains, the high 
point of “scriptural politics” in England, when the Bible was a “cul- 
tural common denominator.” English cultural approaches to sacred 
texts would change, however, along with Enlightenment critiques of 
the Hebrew Bible’s literal truth and Mosaic authorship. But whereas 
scriptural politics waned demonstrably in England, the Israelite trope 
remained an important presence—if a changing one—in the Irish 
context. Genealogical links between the Irish and the Israelites, for 
example, experienced a renewal in the eighteenth century in both Irish 
and English sources. Biblical and Gaelic genealogies were reintroduced 
in works like historian Charles O’Conor’s popular Dissertations on the 
History of Ireland (1753), in which the Irish are described as “a kind 
of ethnic Hebrews.” But most influentially, renowned antiquarian 
and philologist Charles Vallancey, cofounder of the Royal Irish Acad- 
emy, established a new mode of connecting the Irish and the Israelites 
through his work on ancient linguistics, linking the Irish and Hebrew 
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languages. Vallancey’s scholarship would serve a range of political 
uses—including, eventually, the British Israelite theory about the Ark 
of the Covenant. But Vallancey was also influential in Ireland, where 
his work provided modern evidence for the biblical ancestry described 
in much earlier Irish texts. William Sampson was most likely drawing 
on Vallancey when he wrote of the Irish language that “it has been 
traced by its affinities to that in which the word of God was delivered 
by Moses and the prophets.”’’ 

By the nineteenth century, an obsession with biblical genealogies 
was widespread in Europe and the United States. For the British Israel- 
ites who would eventually dig at Tara, typological thinking of the sort 
that had buoyed Cromwell, combined with a literal genealogy reaching 
from Queen Victoria back to the lost tribes, was deployed to indicate 
modern British imperialism’s biblical mandate.” British Israelites read 
genealogies as racial histories; as Colin Kidd points out, in their hands, 
“the message of the Bible seemed to be reducible to a kind of ethnol- 
ogy.” This racialism was particularly clear as the group’s beliefs related 
to Ireland. American Reverend Thomas Rosling Howlett comments, 
in his book Anglo-Israel (1892), that “the difference between [the inhab- 
itants of the North of Ireland and the Scots] and those of the south 
of Ireland lies, not in their religion, but in their origin. They sprang 
from different races.” Howlett insists that if the native Irish—modern 
Canaanites—are not driven out of the land, then in Moses’s words, “it 
shall come to pass that those which ye let remain of them shall be pricks 
in your eyes and thorns in your sides, and shall vex you in the land 
wherein ye dwell.” “This,” writes Howlett, “is the ‘Irish Question.”!” 

Other British Israelites answered the Irish Question with the same 
potentially genocidal proposal and used the same biblical evidence 
from Exodus: that, as Canaanites, the (Catholic) Irish must be expro- 
priated, if not eradicated. Edward Hine, author of Forty-Seven Iden- 
tifications of the Anglo Saxons with the Lost Ten Tribes of Israel Founded 
upon Five Hundred Scripture Proofs (1874), repeatedly decries “these 
Irish Canaanites”; they must, he insists, “come under the dying out 
process.” Hine’s argument illustrates the profound danger of Exodus 
as a colonial narrative—a danger that in the late twentieth century 
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Edward Said warned of—particularly when he makes the startling 
claim that “we have literally fulfilled Israel’s mission by pushing the 
aborigines of our colonies to the ends of what was once their own 
country.” Moreover, British Israelism was anti-Irish not only in racial 
but also in political terms: “Ireland is one of our many possessions 
fairly won by conquest and it is absolutely impossible for England to 
lose any of her rightful Possessions without doing violence to Scrip- 
ture. ... Therefore the notion of repeal becomes nonsense agitation.”"® 
Irish nationalist interests, such as repeal of the Union, are rendered 
biblically forbidden by British Israelite belief. And while the British 
Israelites were not quite mainstream, their politics essentially gath- 
ered up genealogical evidence in support of already widely held views 
on the subject of Ireland. 

In contrast to the divisive racial categorizing of the British Isra- 
elites, in the nineteenth century Irish Catholics and Protestants used 
biblical analogies and genealogies as a way of overcoming perceived 
differences in ethnicity (and real differences of religion and class) 
across Irish society, thus developing a powerful nationalist discourse 
through the analogy with the Jews. While most nineteenth-century 
Irish would not have considered themselves literal descendants of the 
Israelites, or felt they were typologically fulfilling the Bible, they were 
generally amenable to the analogical link with the chosen people. The 
metaphor served, indeed, to designate all Irish people as chosen— 
making them a unified nation. By the close of the eighteenth century, 
after all, it was not only the Catholic Irish who were invested in Irish 
independence, and analogical forms of thinking helped to integrate 
the various groups of Irish nationalists who were struggling for politi- 
cal and religious freedoms. At the forefront of the United Irishmen 
movement were members of the Protestant Ascendancy, enlisted by 
Theobald Wolfe Tone “to unite the whole people of Ireland, to abol- 
ish the memory of all past dissensions, and to substitute the common 
name of Irishman in place of the denominations of Protestant, Catho- 
lic and Dissenter.”!” In keeping with this inclusiveness, the Israelite 
analogy in this period became nonsectarian as it became explicitly 
nationalist; it allowed a diverse nation to (at least rhetorically) figure 
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itself as cohesive. Helpfully, both the Israelite analogy and scriptural 
politics more generally were native to all three communities that made 
up the United Irishmen: Catholics, Protestants, and the Presbyterian 
Scots for whom political typologies were even more explicitly pre- 
scriptive.”° Exodus, with such universal appeal, would for now retain 
its status as an important national—and increasingly anticolonial— 
trope. Not until the 1880s would various factors begin to contribute to 
a newly sectarian understanding of Exodus, one that would eventually 
become inextricably linked to Protestant Parnellite constitutionalists 
and would finally be disowned by most Catholic nationalists. 

Until the first decades of the twentieth century, then, Exodus would 
serve as shorthand for national aspirations and serve equally Catholic 
and Protestant Ireland. James Clarence Mangan’s iconic translation 
of William Heffernan’s eighteenth-century poem “Kathleen Ni Hou- 
lahan,” which was hugely popular across the spectrum of nationalist 
ideology in the decades following the Union, offers a fine example of 
the trope’s potential for wide appeal. Its providential mode in which 
the people “wait the Young Deliverer” accommodates a passive long- 
ing for freedom, while the percussive rhythm and strong rhyme, along 
with the invocation of the Aisling figure, Kathleen, suggest more mili- 
tant human action: 


He, who over sands and waves led Israel along— 

He, who fed, with heavenly bread, that chosen tribe and throng— 
He, who stood by Moses, when his foes were fierce and strong— 
May He show forth His might in saving Kathleen-Ni-Houlahan.”! 


Lady Wilde (mother of Oscar) also helped to solidify the imagi- 
native place of the Exodus narrative in nineteenth-century Ireland.” 
Wilde’s poems, published under the name Speranza in the widely 
read journal the Nation, epitomize the turn toward more aggressively 
nationalist literature. Of the poems she collects in her 1871 volume, at 
least eight allude to Exodus, and the two that bookend the collection 
take the trope as their central theme. Opening the volume is the poem 
“Dedication: To Ireland,” in which Wilde calls out to God, 
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‘To come in Sinai thunders down, 
And, with His mystic radiance, crown 
Some Prophet-Leader, with command 
To break the strength of Egypt’s band, 
And set thee free, 

Loved Ireland!” 


While God and some Moses figure will do the liberating, Lady Wilde 
relishes the task of stirring her country into action. She invokes the 
figure of Moses’s sister, Miriam, who, after passing through the Red 
Sea, “flung her triumphs to the stars / In glorious chants for free- 
dom won.” The vigor of Wilde’s poems suggests that she thrives by 
imagining the liberation yet to come. But Wilde is not unreservedly 
optimistic, and her poems claim that both sectarianism and a slave 
mentality inhibit Irish freedom. Wilde implies that the people must 
have more than faith; they will be freed only through human work 
and human change. In acknowledging that the population is ambiva- 
lent about liberation, Wilde anticipates the work of twentieth-century 
writers—especially Lady Gregory and James Joyce—for whom this 
element was what made Exodus both truth telling and productive as a 
literary, cultural, and political trope. 

‘Toward the end of the century, it was Home Rule party leader 
Charles Stewart Parnell who finally emerged as the Moses that Wilde 
and other nationalist poets had been seeking; he embodied the Israel- 
ite deliverer to a degree that seemed to confirm the metaphor defini- 
tively. Like Moses, Parnell was both an heir of the elite ruling class 
and one of the people, imbued with their revolutionary spirit. Par- 
nell himself would entreat his party, in 1890, “I should like . . . that I 
should come within sight of the Promised Land.””* Yet just as Parnell 
was to be denied continued leadership of his party after the revelation 
of his affair with the married Katherine O’Shea, Parnell’s embodi- 
ment of Moses also functioned to undermine the appeal of the Israel- 
ite analogy for an increasingly empowered Catholic Ireland, for whom 
the idea of an Anglo-Irish leader was ever less appealing. Parnell’s 
Protestant Ascendancy background, like his relationship with the 
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English O’Shea, appeared to threaten national purity in an increas- 
ingly Catholic-identified country. Although Yeats, Gregory, and Joyce 
would all continue to imagine Parnell as Moses in their literary works 
and essays, after his death in 1891 the Israelite analogy would, in the 
years approaching the Easter Rising, lose its rhetorical power. 

Jewish immigration to Ireland also contributed to the decline of 
the Israelite analogy. Poets and politicians who took up the Exodus 
narrative as a model for liberation could not have anticipated that their 
metaphoric Israelites would soon be arriving, literally, on Irish shores. 
The new Jewish population would complicate the ways in which both 
Exodus and the Israelite Irish analogy more broadly were used in cul- 
tural and political discourse in Ireland. A land of extreme emigration 
from the nineteenth century until the end of the twentieth, Ireland’s 
largest foreign-born population from outside of the United Kingdom 
and the United States (whose emigrants were mostly of Irish ances- 
try) was, until the Celtic Tiger of the 1990s, composed of Jews from 
Lithuania who arrived in the greatest numbers between the 1870s 
and rọros.” Israelites had been in Ireland’s imagination for centu- 
ries, but living Jews presented different challenges from ancient and 
metaphoric ones. As Elizabeth Cullingford notes, “When the Other 
with whom the Irish choose to identify is a long-dead civilization this 
practice of retro-empathy may bolster native pride, but it requires 
no exertion in the present.” “Exertion in the present” was precisely 
what was now at stake as the Irish confronted a once rhetorical paral- 
lel face-to-face. 

The Irish Jewish analogy becomes troubled in this period of immi- 
gration, and, as Andrew Gibson writes, “in certain nationalist quar- 
ters . . . the Irish-Jewish identification traditional within the culture 
breaks down.” Gibson further notes that Jews—even the impover- 
ished peddlers arriving from Lithuania—were seen by some Catholic 
nationalists as colonizers: “They threaten to ‘plant their heels’ on the 
people’s necks and impose a worse ‘slavery’ than did Cromwell.” In 
making this link between Jewish and Protestant settlers, these nation- 
alists ironically shore up the Unionist mythology of British cho- 
senness. Consequently, amid this reanimation of Cromwellian (and 
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British Israelite) rhetoric, nationalists become either antisemites or 
supporters of both literal Jews and the Israelite analogy.” The ideo- 
logical function of the Israelite analogy, so recently used to promote 
unity within the nationalist movement, splits down sectarian lines. 
The fracture was catalyzed by the Limerick Pogrom of 1904, in 
which a Redemptorist preacher initiated a hateful boycott against Jew- 
ish businesses, fueled by both racism and economic jealousy.’ Mem- 
bers of Father Creagh’s church badly beat several Jewish men, and 
Jewish families with businesses were eventually forced to move from 
the city. Arthur Griffith responded with his own antisemitic rant on 
the front page of the United Irishman, calling Jews “usurers and para- 
sites.””? Along with his increasing antisemitism, Griffith developed a 
resistance to the Israelite analogy, arguing for not only racial but aes- 
thetic national purity as well. In 1904, some months after the Limerick 
incident, he explicitly disavowed Exodus as an Irish narrative. At the 
national Feis Ceoil (Irish Musical Festival) of that year, the prizewin- 
ning cantata was “The Exodus: A Sacred Cantata,” with words by poet 
(and future Easter Rising martyr) Thomas MacDonagh and music by 
Benedetto Palmieri.*° The libretto—which, as MacDonagh’s biogra- 
pher Johann Norstedt notes, has been ignored by musical and literary 
critics—is a straightforward exposition of the biblical text, with solos 
for Moses, Aaron, Pharaoh, and Miriam. But set amid the cultural 
nationalism of the revival, the subject was hardly innocuous. Opening 
with a chorus of Hebrew women calling on God, the libretto echoed 
the recent surfeit of Exodus-themed nationalist poetry that had only 
increased after the death of Parnell, and it sounds not unlike Wilde: 
“Long in bondage and chains we have suffered. . .. We implore Thee 
in humble subjection, / The fair land of our fathers restore.” The 
one extended review of the performance was published in Griffith’s 
United Irishman, and, as Norstedt points out, it “attacked the cantata 
on the grounds that neither . . . its music, lyrics, nor general subject 
had . . . anything to do with Ireland.” According to this review, “The 
Exodus,” “despite its disingenuous claim on our reverence for things 
sacred, must . . . be called foreign.” As Norstedt suggests, MacDonagh 
“must have been considerably annoyed by such criticism; and it is 
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incredible—whether or not MacDonagh had this in mind—that so 
strident a nationalist newspaper as the United Irishman could not see 
the similarity in the plight of the ancient people of Israel and that of 
the modern Irish.”*' Griffith, who almost certainly wrote the review 
himself, was as aware of the analogy as anyone—in fact, he had used 
it himself in his comparative study of Irish and Hungarian national- 
ism, published in the same year.” Thus, rather than an oversight, this 
criticism is a conscious snub, a pointed attempt to now reject Exodus 
as “foreign” in a way it had not been perceived before. 

Although Griffith did not speak for the entire Catholic commu- 
nity, it was mostly Protestant writers (at least until Joyce) who con- 
tinued to identify with both ancient and modern Jews. Yeats, in 1901, 
imagined himself as Moses, and Lady Gregory recycled the Exodus 
story as an Irish allegory throughout her life, most directly in her Par- 
nell play The Deliverer. Douglas Hyde repeatedly invoked the Jews— 
contemporary Jews—as models for national linguistic renewal, and 
Standish O’Grady would denounce the persecution of Jews, “broth- 
ers in a common struggle.” Most famously, however, it was the Cath- 
olic Michael Davitt who wrote a series of rebuttals to Griffith and 
the Limerick incident.** Upon his death, Davitt was honored with a 
funeral wreath from the Jewish community of Dublin, “in grateful 
remembrance of Davitt’s efforts on behalf of the one race which has 
suffered more than the Irish,” as Francis Sheehy-Skeffington wrote 
in 1908. Sheehy-Skeffington described Davitt as “the prophet who 
had led [the people of Mayo] out of the wilderness,”** a trope possibly 
borrowed from those individuals who had used it of Parnell, but also 
originating in Fanny Parnell’s poem “Michael Davitt,” published in 
the Boston Pilot in 1880: 


Out of the slime and the squalor, 
Out of the slough of despond, 
Out of the yoke of Egypt, 

Out of the gyve and bond” 


Fanny Parnell was writing before her brother Charles Stewart be- 
came, for the Irish people, the unequivocal Moses, yet the trope rings 
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prophetic as well for Davitt, who would devote so much energy not 
only to Irish liberation but also to Jewish rights and freedoms. 

A decade before the events in Limerick, Davitt had made the fol- 
lowing speech, published in the Freeman’s Journal: “The Jews have 
never to my knowledge done any injury to Ireland. Like our own race, 
they have endured a persecution the records of which will for ever [sic] 
remain a reproach to the ‘Christian’ nations of Europe. Ireland has no 
share in this black record. Our country has this proud distinction— 
freely acknowledged by Jewish writers—of never having resorted to 
this un-Christian and barbarous treatment of an unfortunate people.” 
Davitt was echoing the chief rabbi of the British Empire, Dr. S. Her- 
mann Adler, who had made similar comments when he consecrated 
the headquarters of the Dublin Hebrew Congregation in 1892, telling 
the community, “You have come here, my foreign brethren, from a 
country like unto Egypt of old to a land which offers you hospitable 
shelter. It is said that Ireland is the only country in the world which 
cannot be charged with persecuting the Jews.” Adler, in turn, was 
echoing Daniel O’Connell, who had famously supported the Jewish 
emancipation bill in Britain, writing in 1828, “Ireland has claims on 
your ancient race, as it is the only Christian Country that I know of 
unsullied by any act of persecution against the Jews.”*° This transmis- 
sion of transnational sympathy has been remarked upon, but perhaps 
even before O’Connell expressed it, the idea was already circulating 
in Ireland. In a letter written in 1820 and reprinted that year in the 
Jewish Expositor and Friend of Israel, we find much the same conceit 
expounded by the Reverend L. Way. He writes, “The Scotch have 
heads, the English hands, but the Irish hearts, and their desire is, that 
Israel may be saved:—this triple cord, bound with love, will not easily 
break.—The Irish never persecuted the Jews, and now they are blessing 
them.” The Jewish Expositor, it should be noted, proffered an ideology 
profoundly at odds with anything that could be acceptable to either 
Irish nationalists or Jews; it was published by the London Society for 
Promoting Christianity amongst the Jews, and the “triple cord” was 
meant to bind Ireland into the British Empire, while the “blessing” of 
Jews meant their conversion. Irish nonpersecution of Jews, then, was 
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a theme apparently shared by British evangelical imperialists, Irish 
Jews, and Irish nationalists alike. 

The same trope of Irish Jewish solidarity circulates, finally, into 
Joyce’s Ulysses, in which the headmaster, Mr. Deasy, jokes that Ireland 
never oppressed the Jews because she never let them in.** Deasy’s anti- 
semitism reverses the sympathetic rhetoric that had become part of the 
conventional wisdom about Jews in Ireland, and Joyce seems to omi- 
nously acknowledge that the Irish-Jewish connection central to Ulysses 
is easily reversible in the wrong hands. Indeed, in 1901, with the exca- 
vations at Tara under way, Griffith’s paper had found an opportunity to 
attack simultaneously both Jews and British Israelite Unionists: “Instead 
of thanking Providence for the disappearance of ten of the twelve tribes 
of Jewry, a number of people in different ages had been striving to find 
them out and inflict them on a world suffering from the villainy of the 
remaining two.” Whether the remark originated with Griffith him- 
self or not, it has the same repeatable quality as Deasy’s wisecrack, and 
it is not surprising that we hear a version of this joke again, a decade 
later, in a review of Irish novelist George Birmingham’s The Lost Tribes 
(a romance whose titular “tribes” function principally as a prelude to 
a conventional marriage plot).*” But by the time Birmingham’s novel 
appeared in 1914, the British Israelites seem to have been forgotten in 
Ireland: no Irish or English reviews of the novel (of which there were 
many) make any mention of the group, whose name is evoked in the 
book’s title. While the British Israelite excavation at Tara had been a 
real political controversy at the turn of the century, it had now passed 
into the realm of the farcical. Moreover, by 1914 the Israelite analogy 
had become increasingly irrelevant in Ireland. Moore’s “The Parallel” 
was a tired cliché, Parnell-Moses was long dead, and a new narrative of 
Irish liberation, based on the New Testament and blood sacrifice and 
shepherded by Patrick Pearse, was ascendant—and soon to be reified 
by the Easter Rising. The Israelite analogy, so recently worthy of bitter 
debate in the pages of a nationalist newspaper, and soon to be explored 
in all its rich complexities and ironies by Joyce, had been buried and 
covered over with new language, new images, new analogies. We exca- 
vate it now, though, with renewed appreciation. 
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“Not So Different after All” 


Irish and Continental European Antisemitism 
in Comparative Perspective 


R. M. DOUGLAS 


For most of the twentieth century and a depressing proportion of 
the twenty-first, historians of modern Ireland have been strongly 
resistant to placing the experience of the independent Irish state and 
society into any kind of comparative framework.! Joe Lee, in his enor- 
mously stimulating survey Ireland, 1912-1985, was one of the first to 
do so in any sustained way.’ But that work appeared more than three 
decades ago, and he has had few followers since then. Even the most 
prominent representatives of the younger generation of Irish histo- 
rians have retreated into the comfort of an unarticulated Sonderweg 
thesis for modern Ireland, reassuring themselves that nothing that 
happened on the European continent need disturb the tranquility of 
their scholarly lives. 

This reluctance to engage the history of the continent of which 
Ireland, in however semidetached a fashion, remains a part is especially 
unfortunate when it comes to the study of antisemitism in its Hiber- 
nian manifestations. Some authors, to be sure, maintain that there is 
little to be said upon the subject: because Ireland had a tiny Jewish 
population—probably never more than five thousand for the entire 
island—antisemitism must have been on a similarly negligible scale. 
Such was the conclusion of economic historian Cormac Ó Gráda, who 
argued in a 2006 book that “Irish anti-Semitism existed . . . but it was 
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of a relatively mild variety.” For Ó Gráda, whose glass in this respect is 
a good deal more than half full, hostility toward Jews reached its peak 
with the so-called Limerick Pogrom of 1904 and quickly dwindled 
into relative insignificance. Thereafter, he says, Jews “never encoun- 
tered more than mild prejudice in Ireland.” Eunan O’Halpin of Trin- 
ity College, Dublin, in a knowing nod to James Joyce, likewise holds 
that “the relative rarity of virulent anti-Semitism in interwar Ireland 
was attributable mainly to the scarcity of Jews.” Joe Lee himself goes 
so far as to assert that “despite considerable potential for antisemitism, 
Ireland had no Jewish question.” 

Whether this agreeable picture accurately reflects the Jewish 
experience in modern Ireland depends above all on what meaning one 
attaches to the various qualifiers introduced by these authors. One 
man’s or woman’s “mild” prejudice may well be another’s “virulent 
anti-Semitism,” depending on whether the frame of reference is, say, 
Germany of the 1930s or the United States today. Certainly, one would 
suppose that we know too much about the phenomenon of “antisemi- 
tism without Jews,” in countries with as little in common with each 
other as Romania and Malaysia, to find entirely persuasive the notion 
that there is a direct correlation between the size of a society’s Jewish 
population and its proclivity for intolerance.‘ In the specific context of 
Irish nationalism, moreover, a social scientist knowing nothing of the 
country’s history might reasonably conclude that twentieth-century 
Ireland would be unlikely to present a favorable assimilative environ- 
ment for those Jewish residents it did possess. Too many of what were 
widely perceived to be the correlates of Jewish life stood in opposition 
to the image of the national community that Irish leaders of public 
opinion were busily constructing for themselves: agrarian rather than 
urban, “racy of the soil” rather than cosmopolitan, autarkic rather 
than entrepreneurial, romantic rather than intellectual. 

Unquestionably, there were some points of overlap also. As Michael 
Davitt, one of Ireland’s relatively few philo-Semites, liked to mention, 
the Irish and the Jews shared a history of foreign domination, a com- 
mon experience of exile, and a commitment to the revival of their 
respective languages and the creation of a new nation-state in their 
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ancestral homelands. Unfortunately, those similarities pointed in the 
direction not of coexistence, nor even of assimilation, but of physi- 
cal separation—which is one of the reasons that Sinn Féin founder 
Arthur Griffith, like many other European antisemites of his genera- 
tion, always had kind words to say for Zionism. 

This point is not to contend, in contrast to those individuals who 
consider Irish antisemitism trivial, that the character of Irish nation- 
alism made it inevitable. But by the same token, there seems to be 
no very persuasive reason for seeking to explain the phenomenon in 
wholly different terms from those terms applicable to the rest of the 
European continent. To be sure, some important differences do exist 
between Ireland’s modern history and the experience of the mainland. 
Although Ireland participated in the Great War—and although, even 
today, it is too often forgotten that the number of casualties it incurred 
as a result greatly exceeded the number caused by all other manifesta- 
tions of political violence during the rest of the twentieth century put 
together—it was not left, in comparison, to other European combat- 
ant countries, with a very large cohort of disillusioned and disruptive 
former servicemen, radicalized by their experience of that conflict, 
to try to reintegrate into peacetime society. Despite the overheated 
imaginings of Catholic clergy and conservative politicians like the 
former minister of defense Desmond Fitzgerald, who expressed his 
apprehension in a letter to Jacques Maritain in March 1933 that “the 
country may go Bolshevist,” no real threat existed from either the 
parliamentary or the extraparliamentary Left.’ But independent Ire- 
land confronted stresses of its own: a modernization crisis, albeit on 
a modest scale; a political system from which, in the aftermath of the 
Irish Civil War, a strong minority remained disaffected to a greater 
or lesser degree; and, most important of all, a pervasive sense of disil- 
lusionment when an incomplete national revolution, and an aborted 
social and economic one, disappointed the utopian expectations that 
had been bound up with the achievement of self-government. 

It would be altogether too simple, though, to see Irish antisemitism 
as driven solely by a quest for scapegoats. The new political order in 
independent Ireland produced winners as well as losers, and those who 
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benefited most from the opportunities it generated were often prone 
freely to express attitudes toward Jews that ranged from the preju- 
dicial to the conspiratorial. In this context, it is especially notewor- 
thy that open expressions of antisemitic sentiment were to be found 
not only on the fringes but across the mainstream political spectrum, 
from Cumann na nGaedheal on the Right all the way to the Labour 
Party on the moderate Left. The sheer volume of antisemitic rheto- 
ric present in the political and intellectual discourse of independent 
Ireland before 1945 is striking and can readily be observed by anyone 
with an afternoon to spare leafing through the provincial press of the 
first half of the twentieth century—or, for that matter, the debates of 
the Oireachtas. In 1942, indeed, the High Court dismissed a lawsuit 
brought by a dentist who sued a landlady who refused to rent a house 
to him because of his Jewishness precisely on the ground that anti- 
semitism, as the Court explained, was so “prevalent as an attitude of 
mind” in Ireland that those individuals subscribing to it could not be 
accused of acting out of “caprice” or “mere prejudice.”® 

An equally significant fact is that despite the relative absence of 
antisemitic inspiration from overseas—no Irish edition of the Protocols 
of the Elders of Zion was ever published—remarkable similarities are 
to be found between not only the ideas but even the modes of expres- 
sion of leading Irish and continental antisemites. Writing in Scènes et 
doctrines du nationalisme, for example, Maurice Barrés maintained that 
Jews could never become fully French because, “for us, the patrie is 
the soil and our ancestors; for them, it is the place where they find the 
greatest personal interest.”’ In like fashion, Michael Donnellan, head 
of the farmers’ party Clann na Talmhan, argued in 1941 that Irish Jews 
remained not just theologically but ontologically different from the 
Christian majority. “Why,” he rhetorically inquired, “should we leave 
our land to be peopled by Jews and aliens—aliens to our form of life, 
foreign to our spiritual outlook, foreign to our Gaelic culture, seeking 
not only to come in but to control the land of St Patrick?” Jews would, 
he said, “ever be strangers to the real interests of Ireland. They will 
be concerned only with that which affects their pockets.”* Such senti- 
ments, which Donnellan seemed compelled to ventilate from virtually 
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every public platform upon which he ever stood, did not impede his 
rise to become a junior minister seven years later in the First Inter- 
Party Government. In the same vein, there is little even in phraseology 
to distinguish the claim of Abbé Théodore Garnier of the antisemitic 
Union Nationale that Jews have “always cherished [the dream] of domi- 
nating the world and subjugating the Christian nations,” with Domin- 
ican Father Benedict O’Sullivan’s announcement at the Pro-Cathedral 
in Dublin that communism’s hidden agenda consisted of “the placing 
of the Jews in possession of supreme power over the whole world.” 

If we cannot, therefore, acquit Irish political and religious fig- 
ures of harboring antisemitic sentiments, at least we can hold them 
guiltless of any taint of originality in the way in which they conceived 
them. The prejudices that Irish commentators freely expressed about 
Jews were derivative and imitative to the highest possible degree, ste- 
reotypes obtained off the peg from elsewhere and applied to the Irish 
situation with apparently no modifications or local variations of any 
kind. What, then, were the vectors or routes of transmission of anti- 
semitic ideas in Ireland during the first half of the twentieth century? 
Unoriginal if not positively clichéd though it may be to drag the much- 
abused figures of the Christian churches in general, and the Catholic 
Church in particular, back into the dock on yet another charge, the 
evidence seems incontrovertible that as in France under the interwar 
Third Republic, the lands of the former Austro-Hungarian Empire 
in the same period, and above all, perhaps, Poland under the Sanacja, 
clergymen played a crucial role, especially in the interwar years, in 
disseminating and lending their credibility to Judeophobic ideas." 
However, the implication of Joe Lee and many others that religious 
antisemitism in Ireland was confined to a handful of rogue priests 
such as the obsessive Father Denis Fahey of the Holy Ghost Fathers is 
not one that stands up to close examination." 

It is impossible to discern any significant difference, even in 
emphasis, between Fahey’s conspiratorial ravings and the notions 
about the Jews that were publicly advertised by some of the coun- 
try’s leading Catholic clergymen. The equation of Judaism and com- 
munism, which was already tirelessly broadcast by a wide variety of 
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religious and secular commentators elsewhere in Europe, was no less a 
staple of clerical discourses in Ireland.” Thus, the dean of Cork, Mon- 
signor Sexton, declared at a public meeting in 1936 that a “gang of ren- 
egade Jews in Moscow” was responsible for the spread of communist 
doctrines elsewhere, notably in Spain.” Dr. John Dignan, bishop of 
Clonfert, took a more traditional stance, using one of his Lenten pas- 
torals to accuse “monied-vested interests chiefly in the hands of Jews” 
for the sins of the capitalist system.'* Dr. Thomas Cummins of the 
Diocese of Elphin, fulminating against Dublin Corporation’s licens- 
ing of a kosher abattoir, looked forward to the day when the city’s 
municipal authorities would “call in the services of an Irish Hitler to 
do for Dublin what the Fiihrer did for Berlin.” 

Probably the most comprehensive public airing of Judeophobic 
fantasies, though, came in a Passion Sunday lecture by one of the coun- 
try’s leading Catholic intellectuals in 1932. In an address lasting more 
than two hours, the speaker worked his way methodically through 
very nearly the entire canon of antisemitic conspiracy theories, of the 
reality of which, he reminded his audience, he had documentary proof. 
Commencing with the Bavarian Illuminati and concluding with the 
modern-day Rotary Clubs—both of which were identified as nothing 
more than fronts for the centuries-long Jewish scheme of world domi- 
nation—the exposé described how the Jewish-owned Warburg bank 
“gave Lenin and Trotsky 6 millions to finance the second Russian 
Revolution.” That these facts were not as well known as they should 
be was the consequence of “the Press of the world [being] largely con- 
trolled by Jew-enemies of Our Saviour.” Likewise, Hollywood danced 
to the tune of “the powerful Masonic and Jewish group, the Benai 
Berith [sic],” while the Great Depression was “the deliberate work of a 
few Jew financiers.” The ultimate objective of all these devious Semitic 
schemes, the speaker concluded, was to bring the world completely 
under the sway of what he described as the “Jew-controlled League of 
Nations.”!° The orator in question was the president of Blackrock Col- 
lege, Dr. John Charles McQuaid; eight years later, he would become 
archbishop of Dublin and the country’s most influential Catholic cler- 
gyman for more than three decades.” 
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The scale and significance of these clerical effusions—many more 
examples of which could be cited—have been persistently overlooked 
or understated by historians of modern Ireland. In part, that oversight 
is the result of the prevalent habit in Irish historical scholarship of 
regarding so-called religious antisemitism as being in some way less 
serious, or less meaningful, than its “racial” counterpart. This belief 
is a mistake in two respects. In the first place, it is not at all true that 
racial antisemitism was unknown in Ireland. For example, Senator 
Oliver St. John Gogarty, one of several members of the Oireachtas 
with a monomania about Jews, advised the Irish Independent in 1937, 
“There is no such thing as a Jewish nation. There is a Jewish race.” In 
the second, as Vicki Caron has pointed out in the context of France, 
Catholic antisemitism “did not simply provide the groundwork for 
modern antisemitism. Nor was it merely ancillary to it. Rather... it 
was a central component of the new modern antisemitic movements 
linked to the rise of nationalism. Ultimately,” she argues, “any dis- 
tinction between [religious] anti-Judaism and antisemitism falls by the 
wayside.”!8 

The clearest illustration of the accuracy of this assessment in the 
Irish context is to be found in the rise in the 1930s of a galaxy of right- 
wing leagues, in many respects paralleling the similar appearance of 
organizations such as Charles Maurras’s Action française, Pierre Tait- 
tinger’s Jeunesses patriotes, or François de la Rocque’s Croix de feu 
in interwar France. When one speaks of militant rightist movements 
in Ireland during this period, the example of General Eoin O’Duffy’s 
Blueshirts comes immediately to mind. So many investigations of this 
movement, however, have been carried out at both national and local 
levels that it can be said with a high degree of confidence that there 
was less to the Blueshirts than met the eye and that they are better 
regarded, in Mike Cronin’s wry and accurate summation, as “the 
drunken uncle of Fine Gael” than as a coterie of Hibernian Hitler- 
ites.” The arguably excessive attention paid to the Blueshirts, though, 
has overshadowed a network of groups existing at the same time that 
collectively are no less significant. Some of them, like Aontas Gaedheal 
(Union of the Gaels) or An Céras Gaedhealach (the Gaelic Network), 
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were small-scale organizations more notable for their extremism than 
their popular appeal. Others, such as St. Patrick’s Anti-Communist 
League and, the largest of them all, the Irish Christian Front, were 
capable of drawing crowds of many thousands, or even tens of thou- 
sands, to their public meetings.”° 

As yet far too little is known about the membership and activi- 
ties of these leagues. Unlike the Blueshirts, though, it is clear that 
antisemitism was not merely a decorative feature but rather a foun- 
dational component of their respective Weltanschauungen. Aontas 
Gaedheal, to take one example, stood for the exclusion of Jews from 
the country’s commercial life; its newspaper, in the familiar language 
of dehumanization, spoke of exposing “the malignant Semitic growth” 
and the “eradication” of “this cancer” in the Irish body politic. Indi- 
cating its concern with race mixing, the paper threatened to publish 
the names and addresses of Christian girls who associated with Jewish 
men. Other leagues proceeded from rhetorical to actual menace, in 
the form of street hooliganism and physical attacks—some of them 
on a substantial scale—against those individuals who were perceived 
as internal enemies. In general, these attacks were directed against 
targets identified as communists rather than Jews as such. Irish his- 
torians, though, may wish to reconsider the degree to which these 
assaults may have been motivated by antisemitic as well as antileft- 
ist prejudice. Father Thomas Mahon of the Irish Christian Front was 
one of many spokesmen for the right-wing leagues to assert that “Jew- 
ery [sic], which was behind Communism, was Anti-Christian and had 
been Anti-Christian since the time of Our Lord.””! To break up com- 
munist (or supposedly communist) meetings, to beat up communist 
(or supposedly communist) speakers, and to lay siege to communist (or 
supposedly communist) premises was thus also a means of combating 
the Jewish menace, of which communism was only a visible symptom. 
It would be optimistic to assume that this equation never occurred to 
the young men and women of St. Patrick’s Anti-Communist League 
or the Catholic Young Men’s Society as they went about their violent 
work in the 1930s, with the blessing and at times at the direct instiga- 
tion of members of the Irish episcopacy.” 
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Contemporary scholarship on Irish social and political life has not 
yet featured a sustained engagement with the specific component of 
violence to be found across the range of Irish antisemitic practices 
or any analysis of the complex dynamic between “moral and physi- 
cal force” comparable to L. P. Curtis Jrs insightful examination of 
this theme in Irish nationalist discourse of the nineteenth century.” 
Indeed, the literature on Irish antisemitism has tended persistently to 
underestimate, or altogether to ignore, the degree of violence, whether 
physical or “merely” rhetorical and intimidatory, embedded in it. 
There is, to be sure, some excuse for this lacuna, bearing in mind the 
readiness of many leaders of the Irish Jewish community themselves to 
downplay the significance of their own experience of prejudice. What 
is more surprising, however, is the reluctance of commentators to con- 
sider the possibility that this stance of theirs may have been—as, on 
the evidence, it all too clearly was—a survival strategy rather than a 
reflection of lived experience.”* 

The motivation behind Irish Jews’ efforts to minimize their vul- 
nerability by these means, for which numerous parallels can be found 
elsewhere on the European continent, is obvious. Michael Davitt’s 
optimistic but unfounded claim that alone among the European 
nations Ireland had never given way to antisemitism offered the Jew- 
ish community a means of deploying Irish nationalism as a shield 
against popular Judeophobia.” The assertion of the country’s sup- 
posed uniqueness in this respect could be represented as one of the 
markers of Irish cultural distinctiveness upon which the claim to self- 
government was based, as well as the Jewish minority’s accepted place 
within the national community as a symbol of that distinctiveness. 
Such a stance could be maintained, however, only by denying that the 
all too evident manifestations of anti-Jewish sentiment were either 
typical or of any importance. 

The Irish example thus presents the paradox of leading Jewish fig- 
ures and organizations vigorously acquitting their Gentile country- 
men and women of antisemitism, even as the latter frankly admitted 
it. In 1944, for example, the Jewish Representative Council of Ireland 
denounced as “false, irresponsible and mischievous” the suggestion 
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that there was “any organised anti-Semitic movement in Fire.” The 
chief rabbi, Isaac Herzog, went still further two years later in profess- 
ing that he had “found no anti-Semitism either in Ireland or Britain.” 
Had he chosen to do so, Rabbi Herzog need not have looked far for 
counterexamples. As his own son, the future president of Israel Chaim 
Herzog, recalled of his childhood in Ireland, “Many times we [Jewish 
children] were stoned in the street by urchins, many times. This was 
quite normal at the time.” It was telling of what had by then become an 
entrenched exculpatory stance on the part of the Irish Jewish commu- 
nity that even the younger Herzog went on to deny that the repeated 
attacks on him and his coreligionists were actuated by “anti-Semitism 
as such. I would call it religious fanaticism.”*° 

The proposition that Ireland had been miraculously preserved 
from the taint of anti-Jewish attitudes became so prevalent as a result 
of denials of this kind that Variety attributed the Irish commercial fail- 
ure of the film Gentleman’s Agreement, a fictional exposé of anti-Jewish 
prejudice starring Gregory Peck that went on to win the Academy 
Award for Best Picture in 1947, to the proposition that the “pic lacked 
interest for Ireland where there is virtually no anti-Semitism, and [the] 
problem merely puzzles [the] average filmgoer.” There is, however, no 
reason for historians today to take such claims at face value, especially 
as others, closer to home, were better informed. Colonel Dan Bryan, 
the shrewd and efficient head of the Irish military intelligence service, 
Gz, reported in 1945 that “the extent to which Dublin has become 
what may be described as Jew-conscious is frequently coming to the 
notice of this Branch.”’” His impression was endorsed by the Church 
of Ireland dean of Cashel, R. Wyse Jackson, who warned in 1948 that 
“there is undoubtedly a growing bitterness against the Jewish people,” 
and by a political commentator in the general election of the same 
year, who observed among aspirants to office from Fine Gael and 
Clann na Poblachta “the raising of the racial issue by more than one 
candidate. The Jews are being denounced as Jews.” It ought, therefore, 
to come as little surprise that the secretary of the Department of Jus- 
tice, Peter Berry, should have recorded in 1953 “a fairly strong anti- 
Semitic feeling throughout the country based, perhaps, on . . . the fact 
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that the Jews . . . have not permitted themselves to be assimilated, and 
that for their numbers they appear to have disproportionate wealth 
and influence.”* 

The ability of anxieties about Jews and Jewishness to unite Gentile 
Irish citizens who were otherwise divided by ideology or sect has, in 
more recent times, been paralleled by the virtual national consensus— 
contested only by dyed-in-the-wool contrarians like Conor Cruise 
O’Brien—over the particular criminality of the new State of Israel, 
in its most extreme forms depicted as either being unprecedented or, 
at most, having only a single precedent. It is unnecessary for our pur- 
poses to enter into a discussion of the vexed question of where the line 
is to be drawn between opposition to Israeli policy as such, on the one 
hand, and attacks on Israel motivated by anti-Jewish animus, on the 
other. Such controversies lie beyond the scope of this chapter. More 
relevant is the unawareness, or indifference, of Irish commentators to 
the connection noted by Bernard Harrison to “the revival of antisemi- 
tism through the reanimation of the traditional antisemitic stereo- 
type of the Jews as a people whose depravity exceeds that of all other 
nations. . . . [I]f it were really true that the Jews of Israel . . . are ‘the 
new Nazis, or ‘worse than the Nazis, it would follow rigorously that 
the Nazis were, in effect, right about the Jews, who thus resume their 
traditional role as perpetrators of a degree of wickedness so extreme as 
virtually to exonerate everyone else.””° 

Considerations of this kind were very far from the minds of main- 
stream Irish politicians who, from the beginning of the 1980s, were 
early adopters of the trope that Israel was a genocidal state, filling the 
niche in contemporary history that had previously been occupied by 
Nazi Germany. A week after the invasion of southern Lebanon in June 
1982, Garret FitzGerald, in the brief interregnum between his first and 
second terms as Taoiseach, declared that descriptions of Israeli actions 
in the region as constituting “genocide” were “increasingly difficult to 
resist.” His front-bench colleague Austin Deasy, Fine Gael’s spokes- 
man on foreign affairs who would become minister of agriculture 
some months later, agreed that Israel appeared bent on “attempted 
wholesale genocide of the Palestinian people in Lebanon.” Proinsias 
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de Rossa of the Workers’ Party, later minister for social welfare in the 
Rainbow Coalition government of the mid-1ggos, described Tel Aviv 
as being engaged in a “holocaust” whose “merciless and systematic” 
aim was “to wipe out the Palestinian people.” Independent member 
of Dáil Eireann Tony Gregory likewise drew attention to what he 
regarded as the irony that a people who had themselves experienced 
genocide should themselves be carrying out “a genocidal war” against 
the Palestinians.*° 

Such rhetoric conveyed obvious dangers for Jews, in Ireland as 
elsewhere in Europe. Almost from the moment of the creation of the 
State of Israel, Irish Jews had been put on notice that certain of their 
Christian compatriots were willing to hold them personally respon- 
sible for the Israeli government’s actions or inactions. Archbishop 
McQuaid, for example, wrote to Chief Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits 
in May 1949 to warn him that if Christian access to the holy places in 
Jerusalem were not protected, “innocent people of your community” 
might be made to suffer in retaliation for “the attitudes and actions 
of irreligious members [sic] of Israeli people.” The chief rabbi later 
recorded his outrage that Irish Jews were thus being “treated as hos- 
tages” and “being held accountable and threatened with reprisals for 
the actions of an independent country, thousands of miles away, for 
whose policies this community is not responsible and in whose affairs 
it has no say.” The archbishop, for his part, made clear in a subsequent 
report on the matter to the Papal Nuncio that he saw nothing morally 
problematical in using as a weapon “that which most worries a Jew: the 
fear of reprisals.”*! 

Neither, in the aftermath of the Israeli incursion into Lebanon 
in 1982, did others. One correspondent in the Irish Times, a former 
University College Dublin lecturer, again bridged the conceptual gap 
between the Israeli government’s policy and Jews’ personal answer- 
ability for it when he demanded that “Jewish communities the world 
over . . . formally and publicly dissociate themselves from what has 
become the sole source of terrorism, an epitome of barbarism in the 
Middle East.”*? The disturbing implication that any Jews failing to 
do so had thereby associated themselves with Israeli foreign policy 
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and could be considered accountable for it went uncommented upon 
by other writers.” But the acts of violence and intimidation against 
Jewish persons and properties that followed indicated that some mem- 
bers of the majority community had indeed proceeded to the conclu- 
sion that Irish Jews as such might be regarded as legitimate targets for 
those individuals angered by events in the Middle East. Already the 
chief rabbi had complained of the emergence of “an atmosphere when 
Jews here probably felt more uncomfortable than at any time since the 
war,” arising out of attacks on the Jewish community following the 
killing in 1980 of two Irish soldiers serving with the UN peacekeeping 
contingent in Lebanon.** Now, the Cork synagogue was firebombed, 
and death threats were made by telephone to Gerald Goldberg, briefly 
the Fianna Fail lord mayor of Cork in the late 1970s and one of the 
country’s most high-profile Jewish figures. The episode marked the 
beginning of a pattern of assaults, extending over the following three 
decades, in which Israeli actions were immediately followed by, or 
made the excuse for, crimes against the Irish Jewish population. 

The logic of this linkage was set forth by Raymond Deane, head 
of the Ireland Palestine Solidarity Campaign, in 2004. “Overt anti- 
Semitism,” he asserted, was “a rare aberration in Europe, subject to 
occasional surges (which usually coincide with particularly criminal 
operations of the Israeli Occupying Forces).” In his explication of the 
relationship between the two, Israel’s existence was “the cause, rather 
than the effect, of occasional violence against Jews emanating from 
Islamic and other forces.”*? It followed that the targeting of Jews locally 
was a natural and expected consequence of Israel’s continuation as a 
state and that only the latter’s elimination—rather than acceptance, 
and enforcement, of the proposition that religious minorities were not 
to be treated as proxies for foreign governments—could reduce the 
physical danger in which Irish Jews stood. 

That this danger was all too real has been demonstrated by the 
long series of attacks directed against Irish Jews, their property, and 
their sacred sites, especially from the mid-1ggos until the present day. 
In 1994 thirty-six headstones marked with the Star of David in the 
Progressive Jewish cemetery in Rathfarnham, County Dublin, were 


44 | Representations 


smashed. The offenders were not detected, and the Garda Síochána 
offered no explanation for its counterintuitive conclusion that the des- 
ecration may not have been “specifically antisemitic.” Jewish burial 
grounds, however, were to prove an especially attractive target, with 
graves in the Belfast City Cemetery being vandalized in 2004. An 
even more determined assault was carried out in August 2016, by a 
mob using “hammers and blocks to break up the headstones while a 
larger mob looked on encouraging their actions.” The Belfast Telegraph 
found “clear evidence” of “forward planning,” noting that the action 
had been carried out in broad daylight against Jewish grave markers 
alone and that those persons responsible had “even more unforgivably 
attempted to gain entry to the graves.”*° 

Other prominent Jewish sites, religious and secular, have experi- 
enced frequent onslaughts. In a series of sustained attacks in Dublin 
between November 2004 and May 2005, the Central Synagogue, the 
Jewish Museum, the Jewish Old Age Pensioners’ Home, and the gates 
of two Jewish cemeteries were damaged, some repeatedly. A fresh wave 
of violence erupted in 2014, with the windows of the Belfast synagogue 
being smashed twice in twenty-four hours. Chaim Herzog’s birthplace 
on Cliftonville Avenue, Belfast, marked with a blue plaque, was defaced 
with swastikas and SS symbols, marking the beginning of so sustained 
a campaign of vandalism that the Ulster Historical Society removed 
the plaque because of the danger to which those workers inside the 
building were exposed.” A local councillor, Brian Kingston, described 
the decision as “a shocking indication of the level of tension and anti- 
Semitism which currently exists in part of Belfast.”** The city’s rabbi, 
David Singer, found it necessary in August 2016 to warn his flock that 
“after services they should not congregate outside the synagogue, that 
if they want to talk to their friends, they should do it inside.”* 

Individuals no less than institutions have likewise been exposed to 
intimidation and threats. An Italian Jewish resident of Tuam, County 
Galway, was the target of another sustained campaign in 2008, his 
parked car twice being set on fire and his house spray-painted with 
swastikas and the message “Go Home Jew.” Tommy McGuigan, a 
Gaelic Athletic Association intercounty footballer, more recently 
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urged any of his social media followers who “know or work with a 
Jew” to punch them in retaliation for Israeli policy in Gaza.*” The 
affinity of antisemites to those individuals in political life has been 
particularly marked, in some cases resulting in threats to the lives of 
politicians merely (and mistakenly) suspected of being Jewish.“ Gerald 
Goldberg received so many death threats that for a time, he contem- 
plated emigrating from Ireland.” In recent times, the country’s most 
prominent Jewish politician, Alan Shatter, has been singled out for a 
sustained barrage of threatening criminal acts, including the send- 
ing on two separate occasions of suspect packages containing white 
powder accompanied by anti-Jewish material, an obscene and explic- 
itly antisemitic harassment campaign conducted by a Dublin coun- 
cil worker over a five-week period that was ended only by the latter’s 
arrest and ultimate conviction, and the display of posters in Limerick 
depicting Shatter as the agent of “Jewish influence” in Ireland.” 

To be Jewish in Ireland during the past century, therefore, has 
been to live in an atmosphere whose element of menace has been more 
overt at some times than at others, but never wholly absent. There 
is little to indicate that this situation will change significantly even 
as Ireland joins other European countries whose Jewish communities 
have become extinct, or virtually so. The “Jewish era” in Irish history 
is now visibly drawing to a close, as older members of the commu- 
nity reach the end of their lives and younger ones seek greater per- 
sonal opportunity and, perhaps, a less hostile environment in which 
to live their lives as Jews. By 2002 the population had shrunk to such 
an extent that the option of recording one’s religion as “Jewish” was 
no longer included on census forms.** Services at the Cork synagogue 
were discontinued because a quorum of ten adult or teenage males 
could not be mustered. The building was put up for sale in 2016." The 
Republic’s Jewish population is now fewer than 2,000 and marked by 
an age profile positioning it for near-term demographic collapse. In 
Northern Ireland, similarly, the Jewish community by 2016 was esti- 
mated at a mere 350, most of them elderly.*¢ 

Paradoxically, however, the elimination of Jews and Jewry 
from Irish life is unlikely to have much effect on the prevalence of 
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antisemitism among the majority population. In 2007-8, 12 percent of 
respondents in a national survey believed that Jews should be ineligible 
for Irish citizenship, and barely half were willing to accept an Israeli 
as kin through marriage, even though the likelihood of any of those 
Irish people polled ever having met, or being likely to meet, a member 
of either of these categories in the flesh was small.’ Significantly, anti- 
Jewish prejudice was most intense among the youngest cohorts of the 
population. All current indications, then, are that the phenomenon of 
“antisemitism without Jews” will prove to be as viable in Ireland as in 
other parts of Europe that have, by one means or another, been ren- 
dered constructively Jew-free. 

In all this, though, there is little that has been unique to Ireland. 
Local particularities have not been such as to require the application 
of different categories of analysis in explaining either the nature or 
the popularity of antisemitism in its Irish context. Wherever it has 
appeared, as it has done much more often than is typically acknowl- 
edged, it has taken markedly similar forms, served the same purposes, 
and manifested itself as an expression of the same social and cultural 
pathologies, as elsewhere in Europe. As with so many other aspects 
of Ireland’s recent history, an explicitly comparative approach, rather 
than an exceptionalist (or denialist) one, offers by far the most effec- 
tive means of revealing and representing it in its true proportions. 
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“New Jerusalem” 
Constructing Jewish Space in Ireland, 1880-1914 


PETER HESSION 


Recent scholarship has helped to transform our understanding of per- 
ceptions of Jewishness in modern Irish society. Explorations of “Irish 
Orientalism” have emphasized the deep roots of the “Irish Israelite” 
analogy, an ethnosymbolic trope evident in both Gaelic Catholic and 
Protestant “new English” protonationalism from the sixteenth cen- 
tury onward.' The notion that the pre-Celtic “Milesian race” repre- 
sented a lost tribe of Israel was later developed by eighteenth-century 
antiquarians Charles Vallancey and Francis Crawford.’ And in the 
age of nineteenth-century “print capitalism,” imagined renderings of 
Daniel O’Connell and Charles Stewart Parnell as biblical “deliverers” 
became commonplace in the nationalist press; by the turn of century, 
as Abby Bender has recently put it, “Moses was perhaps as ubiqui- 
tous as Kathleen Ni Houlihan” in revivalist rhetoric.’ Indeed, for Irish 
cultural nationalists, favorable comparisons with the incipient Zionist 
project represented only the latest phase in a long litany of inventive 
comparisons.* 

Yet the interwoven and equally ubiquitous presence of antisemitic 
tropes in Irish religious and political discourse complicate any straight- 
forward narrative of elective affinity.’ Tackling this question, Marilyn 
Reizbaum has referred to a “double vision” of “contradictory images” 
that “corresponds to the historical split in perception of the Jews as 
at once a noble, ancient people, but unacceptable as individuals in 
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modern society.” Reizbaum’s account speaks primarily to temporal 
and psychological configurations of Jewishness; the abstract “Hebrew 
race” can exist safely only as a proxy for an Irish “nightmare of his- 
tory,” whereas Jews in the “here and now” become “scapegoats in a 
country of scapegoats.” Yet perhaps ironically for a field so focused 
on James Joyce’s minute re-creation of Edwardian Dublin, the role 
played by space in renderings of Irish Jewish cultural encounters is 
less evident.’ The imprint of the “spatial turn” in Jewish studies has 
recently begun to tackle this lacuna, yet in the Irish context, the social 
and cultural production of space itself remains terra incognita.’ 

Sylvie Anne Goldberg has utilized the notion of an espace-temps 
juif, or “Jewish space-time,” to denote both a “physical place where 
Jews are located” and a “time-related plan conveyed by tradition.”'® 
What we might term an “Irish Jewish space-time” saw the conflu- 
ence of these elements around sites of representation and everyday life. 
As Con Leventhal later wrote in the Bell, the uniquely Irish gibe of 
“Jewman” was rooted in an obsession with origin; akin to “French- 
man” or “Corkman,” “Jewman” denoted the need to simultaneously 
emplace and “other” Irish Jews.'' Underlying this preoccupation was 
the familiar trope of the “wandering Jew” as “a sojourner in all lands, 
[but] a citizen of none,” existing “where [there] are no happy homes of 
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men.”!? New Jewish immigrants were thus caught in a pincer move- 
ment between at least two related narratives of temporal and spatial 
displacement: ancient biblical “exile” and imminent repatriation to 
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a desirable “race-centre.” Both were suffused with philo- and anti- 
semitic elements accentuated in distinct spatial settings, from enact- 
ments of the “stage Jew” in Dublin theaters to re-creations of an 
authentic “homeland” in Dublin’s Christian-led Palestine Exhibitions 
of 1898 and 1908. Even the farcical efforts of the British Israelite sect 
to excavate the Hill of Tara in search of the “Jewish Ark” between 1899 
and 1902 spatialized claims to Irish heritage via the analogy itself." 
This chapter takes a new approach by investigating conflicts 
around the construction of Jewish space in Ireland within both the 
Jewish community and the wider Irish society. Here, antisemitic con- 


structs of the diseased and degendered Jewish body were closely linked 
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to notions of spatial disorder. Ultimately, I argue, Zionism provided a 
mechanism through which different sections of the community united 
to reinforce the physical, social, and sexual boundaries that came to 
constitute Jewish space and identity. It was in this sense, ironically, 
that the “familiar difference” of Irish Jews was made acceptable in an 
increasingly nationalist society. Completing the “arc” of Irish Jew- 
ish space-time made Irish Jews the quintessential “insider-outsiders,” 
caught in perpetual motion between two dominant narratives of spa- 
tial legitimacy. 


Transgressing Separate Spheres: “New Jerusalem” 


What would later become known as Dublin’s “Little Jerusalem” 
emerged from the 1880s onward, the city’s Jewish population rising 
from 189 in 1871, largely situated in the city center, to 2,665 in 1911, 
mostly congregated in a new “Jewish quarter” south of the Liffey.'* Yet 
during most of that period, the term was little used; instead, journal- 
ists and commentators referred to the area around Clanbrasil Street 
and the South Circular Road as a “New Jerusalem.”"” The difference 
is slight but instructive; the more recent nomenclature not only situ- 
ates the neighborhood alongside ethnic enclaves in multicultural cit- 
ies across the world but also serves to diminish the physical imprint 
of the Jewish presence itself.'* “New Jerusalem” surely implied, by 
comparison, a wholly different set of constructive and re-creative con- 
notations, not least the relative “newness” of the built environment 
itself that emerged in the 1870s and 1880s, partly thanks to the Dublin 
Artisan Dwelling Company.” Perched alongside the Grand Canal, the 
neighborhood was neither central nor suburban; as with Cork’s “Jew- 
town,” the physical fabric of “New Jerusalem” originated in a spirit 
of working-class reform and respectability, yet also lay proximate to 
an urban “underworld” of vice and prostitution beyond the remit of 
middle-class supervision.”” 

In a letter to the Jewish Chronicle in 1889, the lawyer Ernest W. 
Harris complained that “a very large number of families . . . have estab- 
lished in a district of this city a sort of Ghetto, which I think is greatly to 
be deplored,” going on to describe the risk of “their children growing 
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up with the ideas of their parents instead of having an education to suit 
them . . . in the land of their adoption.” To the small preexisting com- 
munity of “English” Jews of which Harris was a leading member, the 
emergence of a Jewish colony of “foreign” Yiddish-speaking European 
migrants radically destabilized the balance of visibility and “managed 
difference” that had hitherto prevailed.’ While several scholars have 
argued that middle-class Jews “privatized their Jewishness” in order 
to acculturate without losing their identity, in Ireland there is also 
evidence of performances of “public Jewishness” that have tended to 
affirm and reproduce narratives of tolerance.” This point is particu- 
larly true of what Natalie Wynn has recently termed the “‘no per- 
secution’ myth,” a “mantra” repeated by nationalists, unionists, and 
community leaders alike that Jews never faced historical harassment 
in Ireland. Thus, in 1882 the nationalist Irishman lauded “Hebrew 
families residing in Dublin [who] bore grateful testimony to the 
enlightened fellowship of the Irish people by attending the centenary 
celebration of O’Connell’s birthday.””? Alongside funeral elegies, High 
Holiday sermons, and council chamber speeches delivered by com- 
munal leaders, the physical presence of St. Mary’s Abbey Synagogue 
and most of Dublin’s old Jewish establishment in the city center gave 
the community a legible “familiar difference.”’* By comparison, the 
“physically and psychologically . . . closed” world of New Jerusalem 
represented an identifiable but “impenetrable” mass on the physical 
margins of urban life.” 

Antisemitic attacks and efforts to “reform” the new arrivals thus 
inevitably came to focus on the new spatial imprint of “foreign” Jew- 
ishness in Ireland. As putatively both “pauper immigrants” and “wan- 
dering Jews,” migrants encountered a racialized discourse that rooted 
social and biological ills within Jewish space.” As elsewhere in Europe, 
“physical and cultural boundaries between public and private” were 
confounded by a “third boundary,” that excluding “alien” Jews from 
the “social body” of the nation.” Thus, as “ghetto” space threatened 
to expose the acculturated “privatization” of Jewish life, the hidden 
domestic sphere of Jewishness itself became a threat to the nation’s 
“public health.” The Evening Herald of Dublin worried about the 
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spread of cholera to Ireland in 1892: “When pauper aliens are landed 
by hundreds at a time in a country of which they know neither the lan- 
guage or the customs their helplessness and their misery often make 
them a positive danger to the public health.””* Unsurprisingly, most of 
the antisemitic attacks on Jews in Dublin, Cork, and Limerick from 
the late 1880s referred to the “large number of the [Jewish] immi- 
grants who settle in the blocks of small red brick houses,” supposedly 
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crammed into “one to two rooms.””’ In practice, distinctions between 
private lodgings and the “sweating dens” of “blackleg Jews” were often 
blurred: “If smallpox gets a footing in Cork,” one writer argued in 
1894, “the making of clothes in crowded [Jewish] tenements . . . [in] 
cases of contagious disease might remit very serious consequences.”*° 
Just a few months earlier, members of the South Dublin Anglican 
Church Sanitary Association had met to hear a paper titled “Sanita- 
tion as Taught by the Mosaic Law” that lauded “a code of sanitary laws 
of Divine origin.”*' Indeed, praise for the “temperate and hygienic 
habits” of the Jews on such occasions as the opening of ‘Tara Street 
Baths coexisted alongside narratives of filth, overcrowding, and dis- 
ease.” The “dirty” world of the immigrant might consciously be dis- 
white Jews,” but it 


was the former who posed, as another hostile commentator argued in 
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tinguished from the civilizing efforts of “native 


1900, “a great source of danger to the public health and the moral- 
ity of the city.” The confluence of physical and moral danger often 
referred to “scabs” or “usurers,” yet from the 1890s on, the Dublin 
press reveled in exposing “domestic” crimes involving Jews, especially 
instances of suicide, bigamy, divorce, breach of promise, domestic 
abuse, or criminal insanity.’ One columnist even drew on the work 
of Italian criminologist Cesare Lombroso in 1gor to show that levels 
of insanity among Jews were “four to six times greater,” citing three 
known cases of insanity among the “alien Jews” of Dublin.” Major 
cases such as the suicide of Joseph Reuben and his wife in 1894 or 
the salacious Harris divorce trial of 1906 tended to cast Jewish men 
as greedy, heartless, and cruel to women. The same year as the latter 
case, the Church of Ireland Ladies’ Union for Jewish Missions was told 
that Jewish women should be targeted for conversion, “because Jews 
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have a low idea of the value of womankind.”** And just as the same 
outfit recommended attempted conversion “when the Jewish men and 
women were softened by sickness,” the typical Jewish housewife of the 
“old type” was depicted as “a small, sickly looking woman with black 
eyes and shrivelled skin.”*” 

If the idea of the “dirty Jew” collapsed boundaries between public 
and private through connotations of filth and disease, it was depictions 
of the Jewish peddler and moneylender that cast the immigrant as an 
agent of the same corrosive process in non-Jewish life. In the context of 
the broader late-Victorian shift toward predominantly domestic work 
patterns among Irish women of the middle and lower middle classes, 
the Jewish peddler was seen as destructive of an incipient division of 
labor inherent to the separation of spheres.** From the beginning, the 
alleged “victim” of the “weekly man” was cast as the “artisan’s wife,” 
“silly women and giddy girls” left vulnerable in the absence of male 
protection.’ Moreover, the “threat” posed by the money-lending ped- 
dler was more than narrowly financial; one antisemitic letter writer 
described in the Daily Nation during 1897 how “a foolish country girl, 
or a young married woman, may be tempted by the plausible argu- 
ments of the pedlar into buying articles or wearing apparel which 
she could very well do without and which really add nothing to her 
cleanliness or attractiveness . . . worthless and vulgar imitations of 
things worn by more opulent folk. . . . [H]owever, as the feminine 
mind judges, the style of dressing entered upon must be continued 
and seemingly new indebtedness must be insured, and fresh tribute 
paid to the pedlar.”” Here, it was the opportunities for consumption 
offered to women that served to threaten the balance of power within 
the household economy and “put an end to thrift in their homes.”*! 

Important too was the blurring of boundaries between urban and 
rural space, the latter increasingly regarded as the site of an unspoiled 
national culture under threat from “Anglicization.”” Incredibly, given 
the relative poverty and predominantly urban character of Jewish 
immigrants to Ireland, antisemitic commentators linked Jewish ped- 
dlers to both “gombeen men on a large scale” and “alien” landlords in 
the aftermath of the Land War (1879-82).® An editorial in the liberal 
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nationalist Freeman’s Journal argued in 1885 that “the landlords are 
holding out against the tenants . . . because the Jews are holding out 
against the landlords.” “If the Jews were at once run out of Ireland,” 
another writer suggested in 1887, “there would be very little difficulty 
about getting proper reductions in the rents, easy sale to the tenants, 
or Home Rule itself.” Later evidence given by the likes of Frederick 
Falkiner, the notoriously antisemitic recorder of Dublin, to the par- 
liamentary select committee into money lending during 1898 stoked 
images of “villages and mountain hamlets” “infested” by peddlers. 
The following year, one writer went so far as to urge the unification of 
the Irish Party in order to tackle “the inroads of the ubiquitous Jewish 
vendors, who have already . . . mortgaged many farms of the peas- 
ants throughout Ireland.” A decade later, an antisemitic placard of the 
Dublin Town Tenants Association asked provocatively, “Are the Jews 
going to monopolise Dublin?”* 


Communal Space and ‘Public Jewishness’ 


Cemeteries and synagogues—which ideally sought to create a “union 
of hearts” around religious festivals and rituals of birth, death, and 
marriage—proved vital battlegrounds for control over collective rep- 
resentation of Irish Jewry to the wider community.” Events such as 
funerals often involved elaborate public performances of hierarchy and 
order, providing a platform from which leading members of the com- 
munity affirmed their authority to speak for all.*° The funeral proces- 
sion in 1880 for Alderman Herbert W. Harris, “godfather” of Dublin 
Jewry, saw a procession symbolically connect his private residence to 
the communal spaces of St. Mary’s Abbey Synagogue and the Jewish 
burial ground at Ballybough, staging “ancient Jewish lamentations” 
for an “ornament to society.” Standard references to the presence of a 
“large muster of Christian friends” further personified the mantra of 
“no-persecution.”*” The funeral of another communal leader, Marinus 
de Groot in 1901, similarly materialized the “familiar difference” of 
Jewishness by paying spectacular tribute to “the old stock of British 
Jews which know how to reconcile strict orthodoxy with the exigen- 
cies of modern life.”** 


54 | Representations 


From the 1880s, the presence of new arrivals necessarily compli- 
cated these rituals, as communal hierarchies themselves came to be 
challenged. The opening of a new Jewish burial ground at Dolphin’s 
Barn in July 1898 saw one such conflict pit the respectable “English” 
establishment against Robert Bradlaw, “the prince of the ‘foreign’ 
community.”” It was claimed that the latter “effected to control, rather 
more than he was entitled to do, the management of the cemetery” to 
enable “the extension of his sphere of influence” to “representing the 
general body.” The new cemetery, intended for “the requirements 
of the poor,” also came under attack from non-Jews citing recurrent 
tropes of “disease,” “filth,” and “pollution.”*! The cholera panic of the 
1890s had prompted the Evening Herald to warn its readers of Jewish 
migrants being “married on the grave of a person who had died of 
cholera.”*? Echoing such fears, a local landowner complained in 1899 
that interments first occurring “under cover of darkness” had lately 
become “bold and confident” and risked rendering the water supply 
around Dolphin’s Barn “poisonous.” An official sanitary inspection 
ordered by local magistrates failed to close the cemetery, but critics 
suspected the law was being “strained to meet the requirements of 
aliens and Russian refugees.”*? Images of subterfuge, contagion, and 
illicit influence racialized spatial threats to local property, as the cem- 
etery was feared to be “detrimental to the inhabitants and persons hav- 
ing vested interests therein.”** 

Similar struggles for communal representation were evident in 
1902, when the new Limerick Holy Burial Society, or Chevra Kadi- 
sha, denounced “quarrelmongers . . . who intrigued against us at 
every stage because they were not appointed by our community as 
its leaders,” and thus “defiled the name of the congregation of Israel 
before the gentiles.” The society called on its members to “donate 
money to buy a tract of land in our city for our deceased . . . so that 
we shall not be the object of derision in the eyes of the gentiles in 
whose midst we live, who say: it is not enough that the Hebrews be 
wanderers throughout their lifetimes but also after their death . . . as 
it befits every holy community to build a home for the living and a 
home for the deceased.”** Connections between the “wandering Jew” 
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and Gothic representations of the undead were also central to the 
“crypto-Jewish” figure of Dracula, made famous in 1897 by Bram 
Stoker, who grew up near both the “suicide plot” and the old Jewish 
cemetery at Ballybough.*’ Indeed, images of Irish Jews as “vampires” 
and “bloodsuckers” were part and parcel of a wider biological and 
racialized rendering of Jewish space; one antisemitic correspondent 
wrote during the Limerick Pogrom of 1904 that “Ireland’s body is a 
body diseased . . . [and] if she is to survive as a nation she must rouse 
herself and shake off the Parasites, who, if they could, would bleed 
her blue veins white.”** 

In some cases, this rhetoric also found its way into conflicts over 
institutional control within the Jewish community; in 1897 the Daily 
Nation reported a distinction made by one Jewish witness to the select 
committee on money lending between “the upper and lower middle 
classes” and “money lending vampires,” though the term was refuted 
in the Jewish World. Nonetheless, the Jewish Chronicle shortly after- 
ward took the committee’s evidence as an “opportune” moment to 
warn Dublin’s Jews to “dissociate themselves . . . from the evil reputa- 
tion” of moneylenders, quoting the chief rabbi’s injunction that “the 
synagogue must leave no stone unturned to purify its courts from 
such contamination.”*’ Following the refusal to admit moneylenders 
to free membership of St. Mary’s Abbey Synagogue in 1881, Dublin 
saw six independent orthodox hevrot, or small synagogues, established 
between 1883 and 1893. Despite partially successful efforts to unite 
the community around new synagogues on Adelaide Road (1892) and 
Greenville Hall (1924), splits recurred in Cork and Limerick during 
1891, 1896, and 1902 based on a violent combination of liturgical con- 
flicts, personal animosities, and social status.“ Having divided, the 
separate spaces themselves became a focus of moral attack, as in 1891, 
when nonconformists were castigated for meeting in an “unsuitable 
dwelling” and “imbibing strong drink within their so-called syna- 
gogue,” before “washing their dirty linen in court.” The same year, it 
was claimed that “uncleanliness exists in the synagogue,” and “private 
house” meetings continued to be cast as unfit for marriage rites and 
other ceremonial functions.” 
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As elsewhere, new doctrines of “social hygiene” meant Jewish rites 
were increasingly “linked with every idea and practice that produces 
cleanliness . . . mirror[ing] bourgeois notions of normality and respect- 
ability.”** Confronting prejudices that “alien Jews . . . contravened 
established hygienic standards”—including the characterization of 
tuberculosis as a “Jewish disease”—anthropologist Maurice Fishberg 
pointed to lectures delivered in Dublin by the Irish-born physician 
and eugenicist Edward Mapother illustrating Jewish “immunity” to 
cholera.® Fishberg’s 1911 study, The Jews: A Study in Race and Environ- 
ment, would later prove influential on James Joyce, and this and earlier 
work on Jewish ethnography received praise in Irish nationalist and 
intellectual circles.%° The author’s key augment that Jews were above 
all “a product of the milieu in which they found themselves” raised 
environment to the greatest of all socializing factors, with a concomi- 
tant emphasis on “social, sanitary, and hygienic conditions.” 


Between Heim and Homeland 


Natalie Wynn has written convincingly of the “formalisation of a com- 
munal narrative” around Irish Jewish “origin myths” that combine 
“inaccuracies, conflations, decontextualized titbits of fact, and outright 
fiction.”** Such myths can obscure the subtle dynamics of regional dif- 
ference and generational replacement; of the 2,877 Jewish residents in 
Dublin recorded during the 1911 census, just shy of half were Irish 
born, with those hailing from western Europe or Britain making up 
another 13 percent. Even the roughly 4o percent who classed them- 
selves as Russian-born included references to Poland, Courland in 
northern Latvia, or specific towns in the Kovno district of Lithuania, 
such as Wexly and Telsch.® Indeed, in at least some cases, Wynn has 
argued that “notions of asylum-seeking” and what David Cesarani has 
termed myths of “accidental arrival” were constructed in the second 
generation to harmonize family experiences with collective narratives 
of tolerance and integration. The old heim, as in Hannah Berman’s 
novel Melutovna, was somewhere to “strive to get the hell out of” a 
“place of shtetls and pogroms, in no sense a homeland.”” Similarly, the 
notion that all Irish Jews descended from the single shtetl of Akmiyan, 
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and that communities like Cork’s Jewtown all but replicated that “self- 
contained Lithuanian village,” homogenized an array of individual 
genealogies around a single collective place of origin.” Fixing two loca- 
tions in space and time and establishing an irreversible vector between 
them powerfully resisted the placelessness of “wandering feet.””” 

Closely associated with questions of origin were issues of repre- 
sentation and identity, which would be profoundly impacted by the 
growth of Zionism. Rory Miller has argued that the speed with which 
Ireland’s new Jewish migrants “swept away” the old elite was unprec- 
edented among host societies and closely linked to its evolution into 
“the most Zionist community in western Europe.” Two years before 
a branch of the Chovevei Zion was founded in Cork, Ha-Melitz (the 
Advocate), the strongly Zionist first Hebrew-language newspaper in 
the Russian Empire, thanked “our brother Jews in the city of Cork” 
for welcoming recently arrived migrants, particularly “maintaining 
the Jewish women as they provided the food for the Sabbath.” The 
Warder later noted of Ireland’s new migrants, “Most of them march 
behind Zionist ensign and wear the Zionist badge.””* Yet while Zion- 
ism helped to give public form to a renewed “pecking order,” it also 
aided the “blurring” of internal communal boundaries by reinforcing 
“separate spheres” of activity under a single patriarchal leadership.” 
Irish Zionism went further than most in seeking to radically redefine 
the “boundaries and hierarchies” of social and sexual difference; the 
Dublin Daughters of Zion were perhaps the earliest women’s Zionist 
organization to be formed in the English-speaking world, predating 
similar groups in Britain and America.” Yet the communal leaders 
Nick Harris later highlighted as balabatim |sic, Baal-Ha-Batim|, or 
“masters of the House,” were “keen” and “ardent” Zionists who played 
host to revisionist leaders and headed local organizations. As George 
Mosse has argued, Zionists resisted the gendered and spatial dysphoria 
of antisemitic characterization by asserting masculine sovereignty.” 
These ideological shifts unsurprisingly sharpened the spatial imprint 
of Jewish life in Edwardian Ireland. 

Part of this rising conception of racial and cultural difference 
expressed itself in a renewed concern over the policing of boundaries, 
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be they physical, ethnic, or sexual. As early as 1899, Dr. George 
Wigoder told a gathering in Dublin that Zionism was “a living thing 
now”: “This new movement originated in Vienna, where Jews tried to 
find their deliverance in assimilation. But... they were given to under- 
stand that it is not exactly the talith and phylactery which make the 
Jew. It is in the blood.”’* Early dissonant voices worried that “Zionism 
will lay the foundation for future Anti-Semitism,” and one commenta- 
tor, most likely journalist and future convert Edward R. Lipsett, criti- 
cized the movement as a “sublimated form of Jingoism.””’ Yet within a 
decade, the Dublin Jewish Ladies Society was represented at the first 
Women’s Zionist Conference, and the Jewish Literary Society regu- 
larly discussed “the claims which the Zionist movement had on the 
Jewish people” and “the glorious Jewish past which still lives in the 
Holy Land.”* This emotional and psychological phenomenon was also 
physically emboldening. Chaim Herzog later recalled, “[As] the con- 
cept of a Jewish state emerged in our collective consciousness [it] added 
considerably to our sense of pride . . . [and] strengthened our entire 
community.” Yet the Edwardian period also saw rising communal anx- 
ieties over the “lukewarm methods . . . being employed to ward off the 
evil of assimilation,” and the movement continued to grow.*! A debate 
at the Jewish Literary Club in 1909 on the “great evil” of intermarriage 
ended in a consensus that “each race should keep more to itself” and 
denounced “the waverers and the weaklings who left the nation.”® 
An important symbolic turning point came in 1909, when a fac- 
tion of second-generation community leaders calling themselves the 
“Young Jews” confronted the regular presence of the Society for Pro- 
moting Christianity amongst the Jews on the boundaries of Jewish 
space. Two of the leaders of the Judæo-Irish Home Rule Association 
founded the previous year, Joseph Edelstein and Philip Wigoder, led 
a counterdemonstration and spoke at a “rival platform” to open-air 
Protestant street preachers at Portobello, adjacent to Little Jerusalem. 
The meeting ended in chaos when Edelstein was arrested by police for 
assaulting Isaac Luft, a Jewish convert who rose to speak.® Pamphlets 
circulated among the community asked, “How many homes they have 
ruined?,” and an “oath” was later read to the crowds denouncing both 
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missionaries and converts:*+ “We, the Jews of Dublin, here assem- 
bled . . . solemnly affirm that we shall not have conversations with 
missionaries; also that we shall rigorously boycott any Jewish pervert. 
That we shall take great care of the future of our children, and in every 
way to combat the endeavours of the society to rob the great Jewish 
people of their inheritance.”* Similar concerns over the protection of 
children from the activities of missionaries fed into a nexus of women’s 
and children’s communitarian organizations; Jessie Spiro Bloom, who 
was heavily involved in the Dublin Hebrew Ladies Charitable Society 
during her youth, recalled how the Adelaide Girls Club was founded 
explicitly to prevent the conversion efforts by Christian missionar- 
ies. The Jewish Lads Brigade and Jewish Athletic Association simi- 
larly sought to “smooth out the ghetto stoop” and “fitted boys to be 
alert, strong, efficient men . . . morally, intellectually, and physically,” 
who could “repel invaders from their homes.” Nick Harris’s memories 
of the “many street fights” of his youth occurred along the physical 
boundaries of Little Jerusalem around Grenville Terrace, where he 
confronted antisemitic gangs and worried “what would happen if they 
attacked a Jewish boy who could not defend himself.” 


Conclusion 


The emergence of Zionism utterly transformed the “familiar differ- 
ence” of Irish Jewishness, resetting social, sexual, and ethnic bound- 
aries between public and private and creating a new form of “public 
Jewishness” palatable to Irish society.*’ For different reasons, both 
cultural nationalists and Protestant evangelicals embraced Zionism 
without, in any sense, overwriting their fundamental antisemitism. 
Arthur Griffith moved away from his early alliance with the inveterate 
antisemite Frank Hugh O’Donnell, who saw Zionism as a global con- 
spiracy, and toward revivalists such as Aodh de Blacam, who embraced 
Zionism as a “Jewish nationalism” worthy of imitation.** This model 
was replicated in various forms throughout the advanced nationalist 
movement, which blended classically antisemitic tropes with admira- 
tion of Jewish linguistic and cultural distinctiveness.*” For missionar- 
ies, its appeal was the inverse; by creating a homeland and nationality, 
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Zionism served to divorce the racial and religious dimensions of Jew- 
ish identity and pave the way for conversion. The Reverend Charles S. 
Painter, secretary of the London Jews’ Society, told a Dublin audience 
in 1906 that the Jewish Territorial Organization showed “the most 
hopeful symptoms that the promise would be fulfilled that the scat- 
tered Israelites would gather together again in their old land.” At the 
Palestine Exhibition organized by Dublin missionaries two years later, 
a lecturer on Zionism told his audience that the movement meant that 
“if a Jew became a Christian he did not cease to be Jew.” For main- 
stream Catholic nationalists, Zionism was merely “a new name for 
a very old idea,” concluding a process under way over the “nineteen 
centuries that have elapsed since the Diaspora.”®! The constructed 
dysphoria of Irish Jewish space was ultimately resolved by completing 
the loop of Irish Jewish space-time, psychologically emplacing “wan- 
dering Jews” in an imminent homeland. But the cultural hybridity 
and feelings of “unhomeliness” created in this “in-between” space in 
turn created their own psychological ripples through memory, space, 
and time.” 


4 


Irish Representations of 
Jews and Jewish Responses/ 
Jewish Representations of Jews 
and Irish Responses 


NATALIE WYNN 


Irish Jews, as a relatively unknown and exotic species, have tradition- 
ally attracted a great deal of popular interest both from within the 
broader Jewish community and from beyond. The novelty value of 
the “Irish Jew” has led to the production of a wide range of mate- 
rial, literary, historical, and fictional. Although the general fascina- 
tion with Irish Jewry has increased since the 1990s, corresponding to 
the decline of the community itself, the academic field of Irish Jewish 
studies remains in its infancy. Many areas of Irish Jewish historiogra- 
phy—such as Irish-Jewish relations—remain mired in the nostalgia 
and minority politics of a community past its prime, whose long-term 
future hangs in the balance. Although much has been written about 
the position of Jews in Irish society, rigorous, critical, and objective 
analysis are notably absent from these assessments. The positive tone 
of most existing appraisals has barely been queried, and potentially 
controversial aspects of Irish-Jewish relations have been suppressed 
within the recognized history of Irish Jewry. This chapter chal- 
lenges received wisdom by demonstrating some ways in which nega- 
tive stereotypes of Jews have shaped aspects of traditional Irish Jewish 
“historiography.” This historiography is revealed to be the product 
61 
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of a circular process whereby Jewish sensitivity toward non-Jewish 
disapproval in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries has 
generated a narrative that has been readily accepted and repeated by 
historians of Irish Jewry, thus reinforcing its claims. The absence 
of any sound theoretical framework by which to measure and ana- 
lyze anti-Jewish sentiment in the Irish context has contributed to the 
inability or reluctance (or both) of scholars to reflect sufficiently on 
the nature of their sources. 


Defining Antisemitism 


It should hardly be necessary to state that before any discussion of 
anti-Jewish prejudice can take place, it is vital to clarify what exactly 
is under discussion. However, even in the academic setting, the loaded 
nature of the term antisemitism and the strong emotional responses 
it evokes render clarification as vital as ever. While for the majority 
its meaning appears blatantly obvious, the definition of antisemitism 
in Jewish studies, in its purest sense, is very narrow. Jewish studies 
pins it down to a specific historical context (the demagogic politics of 
late-nineteenth-century Germany) and a clear set of (racial) criteria. 
To contemplate antisemitism in any straightforward sense as a social 
phenomenon with a long, relatively unbroken history from antiquity 
via the Middle Ages to the present is anachronistic and overly general- 
ized. Doing so subsumes the unique cultural and historical nuances of 
time and place into a sweeping, emotionally and politically loaded, and 
relativized view of history. The whole rich panorama of Jewish experi- 
ence—good, bad, and indifferent, as it has been in different times and 
different places—is thus understood primarily in terms of recent, dev- 
astating, and far-reaching events.’ The ongoing impact of the Shoah 
on the Jewish psyche should not be underestimated in terms of its 
influence on contemporary self-understanding and identity. To judge 
the Jewish past through the Shoah’s lens has a distorting effect. 

In Jewish studies a variety of terms are used to convey the nuances 
attached to different forms of anti-Jewish prejudice according to 
historical context, such as anti-Judaism, Jew hatred, and fudeophobia. 
Nevertheless, the shortcomings and inadequacies of any terminology 
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are frequently emphasized by those individuals who study this phe- 
nomenon.’ Significant too is the term favored by sociologist Zygmunt 
Bauman, a/losemitism. This term refers to the notion that Jews are so 
different from the mainstream that in order to describe or under- 
stand them, a range of radically different concepts and categories is 
required. In Bauman’s words, Jews represent “ambivalence incarnate,” 
the “weeds” in modernity’s “gardening” project of ordering society. 
Other scholars likewise observe that anti-Jewish prejudice is more 
about constructs of “Jews” as opposed to any observable reality, or 
experience, of “real” Jews.* Even though there undoubtedly is a con- 
nection (or connections) between the various manifestations of anti- 
Jewish prejudice and their related discourses over the centuries, the 
precise links are notoriously hard to nail down. Indeed, the nature 
of anti-Jewish sentiment tends to reveal more about the fears and 
anxieties of particular societies at a given time and place in history 
than about “Jews” or “Judaism” per se. David Nirenberg has recently 
examined this tendency of non-Jewish thinkers from antiquity to the 
modern era to reflect on the societies and issues of their time through 
the lens of “Jews” and “Judaism.” The term chosen by Nirenberg to 
describe this intellectual pattern, anti-fudaism, is traditionally applied 
to theologically driven expressions of anti-Jewish prejudice. The range 
of cultural, religious, and intellectual constructs involved—and their 
nebulousness—should arouse suspicion toward any claims of a seam- 
less continuum of “antisemitism” throughout Jewish history.’ 

In sum, scholars continue to grapple with many of the issues, not 
least how best to advance our understanding of the phenomenon (or 
phenomena) popularly known as antisemitism. Therefore, it is cru- 
cial for anyone purporting to discuss antisemitism to be clear as to 
how exactly they understand this term with reference to their own 
particular findings. In practice, the opposite is often the case, with 
many scholars who write about antisemitism remaining unaware of 
the intricacies and nuances involved. Their conclusions, though mis- 
representative, can have considerable impact on our understanding of 
Jewish and non-Jewish relations in a given setting, with the Russian 
Empire a classic example.° Underresearched Jewries, such as the Irish 
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case, are especially prone to such misleading scholarship, with few 
pausing to question received wisdom. The broad and imprecise inter- 
pretations of antisemitism that are characteristic of the Irish context 
have allowed scholars such as Dermot Keogh and Cormac Ó Gráda to 
sidestep conclusions that are potentially uncomfortable for the Irish, 
whether Jewish or non-Jewish. As their work has been widely lauded 
as “the final word” on Irish Jewry, it has been easy to dismiss or ignore 
alternative voices such as Gerald Moore or Ronit Lentin, whose find- 
ings are rather less palatable. 


Considering Antisemitism in the Irish Setting 


The mass emigration period triggered a reversal in the fortunes of 
the Irish Jewish community, which had been regarded by observers 
as being in a state of irreversible decline just a few years previously.’ 
Although Ireland never became a major destination for East Euro- 
pean Jewish immigrants, they arrived in significant-enough numbers 
to create in microcosm the types of social, cultural, and economic 
challenges that were experienced by established Jewish communi- 
ties throughout western Europe and in the United States. Ultimately, 
Irish Jewry was completely regenerated as a result of accelerated immi- 
gration, seeing the creation of a rich communal infrastructure and 
experiencing something of a golden age in the 1940s and 1950s that 
is still fondly remembered. Even at the peak of its growth, the Jewish 
community never constituted more than a tiny minority among the 
Irish Catholic majority. 

The comings and goings that have defined the Irish Jewish land- 
scape for more than a century eventually began to take their toll. Irish 
Jews initially traveled onward in search of economic opportunities. As 
decline set in, the motivations changed: the search for bigger com- 
munities with better facilities and a more vibrant Jewish social and 
cultural life. The issue of integration tends not to be openly acknowl- 
edged, as it dissonates with the image that the Irish Jewish communal 
establishment is keen to portray: one of a continuous Jewish presence 
since the Middle Ages; largely cordial relations between Irish Jews 
and non-Jewish ruling powers and neighbors; a community that has 
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punched above its weight in terms of its contribution to Irish cultural, 
political, and economic life; and one that was sufficiently integrated 
into Irish society to take up the cause of Irish independence and mili- 
tant Irish nationalism.’ One enduring myth, popular since the nine- 
teenth century, asserts that Ireland is the only country in the world 
where Jews have never been persecuted." In this vein, the notorious 
Limerick Boycott of 1904 has been presented as “acharacteristic and 
atypical,” “an aberration” in an otherwise unblemished Irish record." 
The rose-tinted claims of the communal establishment are bolstered 
by the glowing reminiscences of expats.” 

The sources suggest a different reality, pointing to a process of 
“indigenization” by the official community that presents Jews as a 
constant, steady, and integrated element of Irish society. This repre- 
sentation has entailed the writing of the community “in” to seminal 
and formative events of recent Irish history and the claim that Irish 
Jews have made a disproportionate contribution to Irish public life.” 
Although this assertion would appear to beg the question of why pre- 
cisely such an exercise would be necessary for a comfortable, well- 
integrated, and accepted minority, it is a question that until relatively 
recently even scholars have shied away from asking. Instead, histori- 
ans such as Keogh and Ó Gráda have allowed themselves be led by 
the “approved” version of Irish Jewish history, as received from the 
individuals and amateur historians whose views are in line with the 
claims of the communal establishment. Their work therefore reflects 
the largely unreflexive nostalgia of anecdotal sources, while serving to 
reify it as “objective” history. 

Particularly problematic is the existing discourse on antisemitism 
in the Irish context. The majority of commentators have not only failed 
to interrogate the term, its meaning, and its significance but also never 
paused to consider its appropriateness to the Irish setting. It has been 
assumed that the reader understands exactly what is under discussion, 
even as the discussion wavers between a variety of forms of anti-Jewish 
prejudice, each with its own subtle nuances. This assumption of a set 
of definite, if unspecified, criteria by which to classify antisemitism 
has steered the debate toward a set of black-and-white conclusions, 
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namely, whether negative sentiment toward Jews in Ireland should be 
taken seriously as antisemitism. The absence of any serious analytical 
framework has given rise to a polarized debate and a methodologi- 
cal vacuum. Here the emotiveness of the term antisemitism is particu- 
larly unhelpful, fostering a sense that if the level of prejudice is not 
comparable to Nazi Germany or czarist Russia, then it is “mild” or 
insignificant and therefore does not merit rigorous investigation in its 
own right.* Indeed, the majority of incidents are relatively minor— 
uncomfortable as opposed to physically threatening or violent—but 
these experiences do tend to indicate that Jews are perceived by some 
Irish people as somehow different from themselves and not quite Irish. 
This perception leads many Jewish people to feel—although they may 
be reluctant to admit it—that they will never fully be accepted or be 
Irish enough to be entirely at ease in Irish society.” Lentin has argued 
that this sense of unease has been a significant factor in persuading 
many younger Irish Jews to emigrate in recent decades. While many 
have purported to be looking for bigger, more vibrant communities, 
this discomfort equally implies that they will feel more at home in 
places where it is less unusual to be Jewish or where it is easier to be 
anonymous. 


Irish Jews, the Economic Stereotype, 
and the Historical Record 


The impact that negative popular sentiment can have on collective 
Jewish memory and, by extension, on the more formal historical 
record is well illustrated through the ubiquitous stereotype of “the 
economic Jew.” Derek Penslar, author of the most extensive analysis 
of Jewish economic stereotypes to date, argues that these clichés rep- 
resent a constant and prominent strand of anti-Jewish discourse in 
Europe since the early modern period.” Penslar’s study constitutes a 
significant advance in our understanding of the extent to which eco- 
nomic stereotypes have shaped both non-Jewish and Jewish thinking 
regarding “the Jew,” while highlighting just how much work has yet 
to be done in this area. Economic stereotypes remain a difficult topic 
for scholarly investigation, having a power and longevity that render 
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them sensitive and potentially contentious subjects for research. The 
awkward and inauspicious aspects of Jewish economic activity, in par- 
ticular, require a great deal of reflection and honesty from historians. 
The topic is further complicated by the matrix of twentieth-century 
polemics: from the anti-immigrant discourse of the mass-emigration 
period to Nazi representations of Jews and Judaism. Economic dis- 
courses of the Jews are still, therefore, a relatively unexplored area, 
where research is tentative and ongoing." 

To an extent, the historical narratives of those Jewries that expe- 
rienced the economic, social, and cultural challenges of mass emigra- 
tion have been molded by Jewish responses to negative stereotyping, 
especially to economic discourses of “the Jews.” In the first place, 
as Penslar emphasizes, the attitude of the Western Jewish commu- 
nal leadership toward poverty and need was shaped by the bourgeois 
economic and cultural milieu that they shared with their non-Jewish 
counterparts, inclining them to feel a similar distaste for their less for- 
tunate brethren.” The Jewish establishment, with an eye to the fickle 
tide of non-Jewish public opinion, was also deeply sensitive to unflat- 
tering popular perceptions of Jews. Communal authorities were keen 
publicly to distance the “official” community from the disreputable 
economic pursuits and practices that symbolized the essential “for- 
eignness” of their East European counterparts in the popular mind- 
set. While no immigrant community was immune to sharp practice by 
any means, including the Irish one,” the prejudice of Jewish elites has 
been noted by historians such as David Feldman, Mordechai Rozin, 
and Bill Williams (Britain) as well as Zosa Sjazkowski (Germany 
and the United States), and it is the elites whose voices tend to domi- 
nate the sources for much of the mass-emigration period. Thus, it is 
important to remember that the commentary of the nineteenth- and 
early-twentieth-century acculturated Jewish establishment on their 
immigrant brethren was molded by contemporary political conditions 
and exigencies and should not be taken at face value today. 

In the Irish setting, the influence of economic stereotypes is visible 
in various pronouncements on immigrant Jewish mores. It has been 
remarked that the beginnings of integration brought about an increase 
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in materialism among the newcomers. This negative quality has been 
linked to a growing religious laxity and a straying from traditional val- 
ues, whereby the acquisition of and respect for Jewish scholarship were 
supplanted by a thirst for material gain and economic betterment.”! 
However, our suspicions should be raised by the judgments implicit 
in these assessments. I contend that presuppositions regarding Irish 
Jewish materialism, economic practices, and involvement in money 
lending have been molded by an interplay of non-Jewish economic 
stereotypes and Jewish sensitivity toward these stereotypes. These 
questionable assumptions have influenced traditional understandings 
of certain periods and events in the Irish Jewish past. This point needs 
to be duly acknowledged, reflected upon, and interrogated, with impli- 
cations for not just the historiography of Jews in Ireland but beyond 
its shores. 

Myer Joel Wigoder’s assertion that in Ireland “the predominant 
factor is money; learning and dignity are relegated to the background” 
is a prime example of how important primary sources have been sub- 
jected to the influence of economic stereotyping and the personal bag- 
gage of commentators. Wigoder, author of the only firsthand Irish 
immigrant memoir, describes how Jews whose traditional learning 
had ensured them a high social standing in their birthplaces found 
themselves excluded from Dublin synagogues through poverty. Poor 
scholars are contrasted with the brash parvenus whose wealth had 
earned them an unmerited prestige within Dublin’s communal insti- 
tutions. However, once Wigoder’s remarks are read in context, they 
become much more nuanced than a straightforward critique of the 
local immigrant community. He notes that the unsystematic flow of 
immigration “has played havoc with the [former] social values” and 
concludes that “the process of developing a balanced community will 
take two or three generations,” because “the community is virtually 


9922 


in a state of flux.” Wigoder recognizes that the unsettling processes 
of emigration, resettlement, and acculturation had taken their toll 
on traditional Jewish values within the community. Wigoder himself 
was a somewhat more complex character than is generally assumed. 


His memoir shows that he valued secular education as well as the 
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traditional Jewish scholarship and observances to which he dedicated 
himself throughout his life. Wigoder was linked through marriage to 
Robert Bradlaw, a man whom he clearly respected, contrary to Mark 
Duffy’s portrayal of Bradlaw as precisely the type of nouveau riche 
that Wigoder disparaged.” Rivlin’s understanding of Wigoder’s com- 
ments is influenced by her own favoring of “Observant” (with a capital 
O, as she spells it) forms of Judaism, to which a straightforward inter- 
pretation speaks volumes.”* Although her bias is a lot more subtle than 
Duffy’s, it is nevertheless distorting in terms of the general under- 
standing of an important source such as Wigoder. 

Duffy’s assessment of Bradlaw draws on criticisms emanating 
from Dublin’s Jewish establishment, which he fails to treat with due 
caution. These critiques attribute the split between established and 
immigrant factions of the community and the founding of the Dub- 
lin New Hebrew Congregation in 1883 to disputes over immigrant 
involvement in money lending. Representatives of the DNHC refuted 
these allegations, citing religious grounds for the schism.” Duffy’s 
class-driven analysis is deeply influenced by Bill Williams’s seminal 
work, The Making of Manchester Jewry, 1740-1875. However, Duffy 
uses Williams’s work selectively, focusing on its social and economic 
aspects while missing its subtleties. He also fails to nuance it, on the 
one hand, to Dublin’s distinct local context or, on the other hand, 
to the broader processes of Jewish mass migration. This oversight 
detracts from the potential value of Williams’s findings as a model 
for understanding interactions between native and immigrant Jews in 
the Irish setting.” Although Duffy’s study of Irish Jewry ended with 
his master’s thesis, his findings have cast a long shadow through their 
influence on Cormac Ó Gráda’s assessment of Jewish economic activ- 
ity in Ireland; while Duffy’s work has been ignored by the majority of 
chroniclers of Irish Jewry, Ó Grdda’s most certainly has not. 

Ó Gréda’s detailed analysis of the Irish Jewish involvement in 
money lending is innovative in situating lending in general within 
the wider socioeconomic context of late-nineteenth-century Ireland. 
Ó Gráda argues that, despite the stigma attached to this profession, 
moneylenders performed an important function in a society where the 
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vast majority were too poor to have access to any other form of credit. 
Yet his conclusions are contradictory. Ó Gréda’s primary sources lead 
him to state that Jewish lenders tended to loan minor amounts to the 
poorest classes on little or no security. This money lending was an 
unofficial, small-scale, and risky sideline that came with a high pos- 
sibility of default. Ó Gráda’s assertions are corroborated by the cen- 
sus data for 1901 and 1911. The data provide little direct evidence of 
Jewish money lending, and even indirect evidence (euphemisms such 
as collector or agent) is slight.” Ó Gráda then effectively contradicts 
himself by concluding that the Jewish involvement in money lending 
was significant, citing Duffy’s claim that a wealthy, influential class of 
lenders rapidly emerged from the ranks of Dublin’s immigrant Jewish 
community as personified by Wigoder’s purported nemesis, Bradlaw. 
Duffy’s assertions are, in fact, unsubstantiated; there is little hard evi- 
dence to indicate the precise nature of distinctions of class, ethnicity, 
and culture within Dublin’s immigrant community at this time. 

Ó Gráda furthermore fails to recognize the polemical qualities of 
his contemporary Jewish sources. Even though he does acknowledge 
Jewish sensitivities toward money lending past and present, he accepts 
contemporary Jewish commentary as a straightforward critique of 
immigrant mores and occupational patterns. Ó Gráda thus interprets 
Anglo-Jewish exhortations to Irish immigrant Jews as contemporary 
analyses of local conditions rather than as an anecdotal source to be 
treated with due caution. He cites the exhortations of the chief rabbi of 
the British Empire, Hermann Adler, that Irish immigrant Jews com- 
port themselves and conduct their business dealings in such a way as to 
earn the respect of their non-Jewish neighbors—that is, by becoming 
less visibly “Jewish” and by adopting what were deemed to be more 
respectable occupations and personal habits. Ó Gráda is unaware that 
similar speeches were delivered to immigrant communities the length 
and breadth of the British Isles. For example, in 1893 at the Great 
Synagogue in London, Adler urged an immigrant audience to behave 
in such a way as “to evoke the good-will, the esteem and favour of 
your fellow-citizens” as a prelude to addressing “the important sub- 
ject of cleanliness in your persons, your dress, and your dwellings.” 
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These comments bear striking similarity to the Reverend Lewis Men- 
delsohn’s inaugural address to the Dublin Hebrew Congregation, 
cited uncritically by Ó Gráda as representative of local realities, “to 
act honourably, fairly and kindly towards their fellow-citizens of all 
creeds and classes, and thus assist in being the means of ennobling the 
Jewish race, and securing the respect of those amongst whom they are 
destined to live.””* It is interesting to note that, although Mendelsohn 
appears to have been well received by all ranks of Dublin’s Jews, 
such appeals did not always go down well even with the local Jew- 
ish establishment. An ironic piece from the Jewish Chronicle satirizing 
the relationship between the Anglo-Jewish authorities and their so- 
called provincial satellite communities places the following, presum- 
ably fictitious, remark in the mouth of one of the leading members of 
the Dublin Hebrew Congregation: “Well, Sir, when the Chief Rabbi 
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pays us his next Pastoral visit let him not lecture us.”’’ Adler’s pastoral 
sermon to the congregation the previous year had again included rec- 
ommendations regarding personal habits, business dealings, and rela- 
tions with the host community.’ Cumulatively, his comments reflect 
Anglo-Jewish elite assumptions that immigrant Jews were incapable 
of behaving appropriately on either a personal or a professional level. 
In Limerick, sensitivities toward economic discourse encouraged 
the Jewish establishment in both London and Dublin to suspect the 
worst at the outset of the boycott. The Limerick community’s inter- 
necine squabbles, including an acrimonious schism in the late 1890s 
or early 1900s, were freely aired in the local press as well as making 
their way into the Jewish Chronicle?" A distaste for money lending was 
cited by the breakaway faction as underpinning the split. Yet these 
claims could equally be understood as an appeal for legitimation and 
endorsement by the outside world over their more established rivals, 
especially given the emotiveness of the image of “the Jewish money- 
lender” for both Jews and non-Jews. Indeed, local King’s Counsel R. 
Adams attributed the split more plausibly to petty ritual differences, 
while one member of the Limerick Jewish community, Sol Goldberg, 
remarked ironically that even the community itself did not know what 
the quarrel was actually about; Goldberg attributed the schism to 
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arrogance and bad behavior.” The willingness of acculturated Jews 
to buy into negative economic discourse was exposed in the course of 
an investigation into local Jewish business practices by representatives 
of the Board of Deputies of British Jews. The president of the Dublin 
Hebrew Congregation, Ernest Harris, shared the investigators’ initial 
assumption that the business practices of many Limerick Jews were 
disreputable and a cause of friction with their non-Jewish neighbors. 
Actually, the report exonerated the community and was noted by one 
deputy, J. J. Jaffe, as having refuted the suspicions of some of his col- 
leagues that Limerick’s Jews were retrograde and somehow respon- 
sible for the boycott.*? Harris likewise had reached the conclusion that 
they were “respectable” traders who earned a precarious living and 
were often cheated by their customers. He described Limerick as “a 
small city where religious toleration has never been one of the charac- 
teristics of the majority of its population.”** 

One intriguing example of the impact of non-Jewish discourse on 
the self-image of the immigrant community itself is Joseph Edelstein’s 
pulp novel The Moneylender, published in Dublin in 1908. Edelstein’s 
stated purpose in writing the book appears to have been somewhat 
apologetic in seeking “rather to expose the causes of usury for eradica- 
tion than the effects for vituperation.” As Edelstein saw it, the hatred 
that met Jews everywhere led them to take revenge by the only means 
open to them—usury—thus creating a vicious circle of resentment 
between themselves and non-Jews. However, the good intentions of 
the novel—such as they are—are easily outweighed by its melodra- 
matic tone, exaggerated and unsympathetic Jewish characters, and a 
front cover that would not have looked out of place in Nazi Germany. 
A contemporary review by J. Emerson Scott, included in the 1908 
edition of The Moneylender, finds the vulgarity and ostentation of the 
characters convincing. Scott describes them as a “mixture of childish 
simplicity and worldly cunning . . . drawn from the living model,” an 
impression that speak volumes as to the potency of negative Jewish 
stereotypes. The Moneylender ran to five editions between 1908 and 
1931, causing considerable embarrassment to the Jewish community 
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and indicating the extent of local non-Jewish fascination with the nov- 
el’s subject matter. 

Given the tone of The Moneylender, its use by Ó Gráda as a histori- 
cal source is somewhat perplexing. It may best be understood in terms 
of contemporary literary expressions of Jewish self-hatred, which 
often employed the crude popular stereotypes of the majority commu- 
nity. Edelstein’s reliability is further compromised by his eccentricity, 
a point that appears to have escaped Ó Gráda altogether. Edelstein, 
who spent time in the infamous Grangegorman psychiatric hospital, 
is described by Asher Benson as “one of the lost souls of early 2oth- 
century Irish Jewry” who occasionally “went off the rails.”*° Edelstein 
is best remembered nowadays as a cofounder of the controversial but 
short-lived Judzo-Irish Home Rule Association, which is discussed 
by Heather Miller Rubens elsewhere in this volume. The association 
was established in 1908—the same year The Moneylender was pub- 
lished—and is often regarded as an indication of Jewish nationalist 
sympathies.’ 

In sum, Ó Gréda’s attempt at an objective analysis of Jewish eco- 
nomic activity is undermined by his failure to subject traditional 
economic discourses on Jews to the same degree of interrogation as 
negative stereotypes of money lending and lenders in general. Although 
he begins with some promising observations on the function of money 
lending in nineteenth- and twentieth-century Irish society, he allows 
his findings on Jewish economic activity to be shaped, and ultimately 
outweighed, by negative stereotypes, even to the detriment of his 
primary evidence. Ó Gréda’s conclusions are sadly indicative of the 
potency and longevity of this imagery, even in countries such as Ire- 
land, where the Jewish presence has always been marginal and no Jew 
has ever been prominent in Irish economic affairs. Thus, his work 
represents little advance, from a historiographical perspective, on the 
findings of nonprofessional historians such as Duffy and Rivlin. 


Conclusion 


This chapter opened by showing that antisemitism and anti-Jewish 
prejudice are far from being the straightforward, somewhat “obvious” 
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phenomena they are frequently assumed to be. Instead, anti-Jewish 
prejudice has been shown to be a complex and nuanced matter, requir- 
ing a careful choice of language and clear criteria before any worth- 
while observations can be advanced. The virtual absence of any such 
clarifications in the Irish context has created a polarized debate. ‘This 
discussion has focused on efforts to “prove” whether antisemitism 
exists in Ireland to any noteworthy extent rather than analyzing evi- 
dence of negative non-Jewish attitudes toward Jews in order to reach a 
set of objective conclusions as to the nature and extent of non-Jewish 
sentiment in Irish society. 

The effect of negative non-Jewish sentiment on the Irish Jew- 
ish psyche has also been emphasized as an issue that has barely been 
touched on by commentators. Here the example of economic discourse 
is particularly informative, in its influence on analyses of Jewish history 
during the mass-emigration period by historians of all shades: profes- 
sional, amateur, Jewish, and non-Jewish. Centuries-old assumptions of 
the nature of Jewish economic activity have been shown to have shaped 
historical narratives of Irish Jewry in a circular process. In the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, acculturated Jews allowed 
their sensitivity to non-Jewish critique to influence their perceptions 
of their immigrant brethren. This awareness reflected their own fears 
that their hard-won foothold in non-Jewish society was precarious and 
potentially threatened by accelerated East European immigration. 
The biases of the Western Jewish establishment, and their attempts 
publicly to distance themselves from the newcomers, were echoed in 
contemporary publications such as the Jewish Chronicle. Chroniclers 
of Irish Jewry, lacking expertise in Jewish history and historiography, 
have failed to recognize such sources as representing only one voice 
within the Jewish community. The commentaries of acculturated Jews 
have been taken at face value as authoritative contemporary accounts 
rather than being treated with due caution as anecdotal and potentially 
tainted. The adverse assessments of the most politically influential fac- 
tion within British Jewry have been allowed to influence the interpre- 
tation of sources from within the Irish immigrant community itself, 
such as Wigoder and Edelstein, effectively distorting later historical 
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analyses. Existing scholarship on Irish Jewry, both Jewish and non- 
Jewish, is notable for the absence of the kind of insights that are to be 
gleaned from Jewish studies. This point underlines the importance of 
Jewish studies perspectives to the critical analyses of contemporary, 
popular, and anecdotal sources on Jews anywhere. As things stand, the 
power and longevity of economic stereotypes are visible in the work 
of Jewish and non-Jewish chroniclers of Irish Jewry alike, and few of 
their readers have paused to question it. 

Without an appropriate critical framework by which to assess 
the sources and to objectively assess Jewish and non-Jewish relations 
within the Irish context, existing historical narratives have been con- 
structed by way of a circular process. The evidence would undoubt- 
edly benefit from being reappraised in light of the negative stereotypes 
and anti-Jewish sentiment in general. It would allow us to construct 
a more rounded picture of the situation in Ireland and how it might 
relate to unfavorable discourses of Jews elsewhere. Equally important, 
such methodological advances might also encourage a greater degree 
of introspection and reflection among all chroniclers of Irish Jewry, 
Jewish and non-Jewish, scholarly and nonprofessional—as well as their 
audiences—as to why negative stereotypes of Irish Jewish economic 
activity are so readily and universally accepted. 
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From Richard Lalor Sheil 
to Leon Pinsker 


The Jewish Question, the Irish Question, 
and a Genealogy of Hebrewphobia 


SANDER L. GILMAN 


“What Is It You Fear? What Is the Origin 
of This Hebrewphobia?” 


It was cold and wet in February 1848; indeed, it was one of the wettest 
Februarys across England and Wales that anyone could remember. 
The House sat the evening of February 7, 1848, and none of its mem- 
bers could escape the damp, the cold, and the noxious “Great Stink” of 
the Thames. The river had become “the common sewer of London”: 
“the recipient of all the excrementitious matter from men and animals; 
of dead cats, dogs, rats, and a quantity of other vermin besides; of the 
filth and refuse of many hundred manufactories; of the rejected animal 
and vegetable substances, in a state of decomposition, from the market 
places; and, lastly, of the foul and gory liquid issuing from slaughter- 
houses, skinners of beasts, and preparers of tripe.”! Charles Barry’s 
semifinished new Palace of Westminster (Houses of Parliament) stood 
sadly next to it, often exposed to the weather and stench. And its mem- 
bers suffered each and every time they sat. 

‘Two topics were to be debated—seemingly unrelated. The first 
was the ongoing catastrophe of the Irish Famine, which had begun in 
1845 and was growing more desperate each day. It had begun with the 
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continent-wide potato blight in the early 1840s but was exacerbated 
in Ireland because of a wide range of factors, from the overreliance of 
the Irish on this crop to British land politics and the notorious Corn 
Laws, that restricted the importation of grain to alleviate the Fam- 
ine. The second topic was occasioned by the election in 1847 of the 
city banker Lionel de Rothschild to the City of London constituency. 
Rothschild, a practicing Jew, would not take the oath that required 
he state “I make this Declaration upon the true Faith of a Christian.” 
Whig leader Lord John Russell introduced the Jews Relief Act, also 
called the Jewish Disabilities Bill, following the election to allow him 
to take the oath without this caveat. 

The debate about the Irish Famine centered on the perceived 
inaction of the government to relieve the suffering that had grown 
so extreme as to become the defining factor for Irish political figures. 
John O’Connell, the member of Parliament for Limerick, not pres- 
ent on the floor, requested through a colleague that the government 
respond to the following question: “Whether, considering the enor- 
mous and every-day growing increase of destitution in many parts of 
Ireland; the nearly total want of means among her small farmers and 
agricultural labourers to purchase food and maintain their families; 
and the inability of the poor-law to support the overwhelming pauper- 
ism of the country—the Government have not some measure ready 
for the providing of relief by means of food or employment, and thus 
far preventing the wholesale wasting and destruction of human life 
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among the poorer classes of Ireland.”” Before dismissing the question 
as unanswerable, the home secretary, Sir George Gray, opined that 
“the Government was not prepared to submit to Parliament a proposi- 
tion for the resumption of public works, or the system which super- 
seded the public works; that was to say, the system of feeding all the 
destitute poor of Ireland by means of advances of public money.” Pri- 
vate charities under the auspices of the poor laws were doing a more 
than adequate job, now feeding children in schools as well as providing 
assistance to the deserving poor. Their work “bear[s] testimony to the 
visible and daily improving condition of the poor unhappy children, 
to the cheering and beneficial reaction which this provision has had 
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upon the parents.” One of those individuals massively contributing 
to this futile private effort was Lionel de Rothschild, who had been 
among those lawmakers who helped set up the British Relief Associa- 
tion in 1847. The reality, of course, was very much different, and mass 
starvation had begun to kill what would eventually number a million 
inhabitants of Ireland and drive roughly an equal number abroad.’ 
But Parliament was little interested in this crisis at the moment, and 
thus, in complex ways, modern Irish national identity dates itself from 
the Famine and the tepid British response, even when evoking Oliver 
Cromwell and the land seizures of the mid-seventeenth century as the 
wellspring of Irish political identity. The Famine came to define an 
Irish Catholic identity and thus Irish national politics, at least retro- 
spectively, in opposition to Anglican Britain, as Claire Mitchell notes: 
“The construction of Catholic Irishness was strengthened by the 
disaster of famine from 1845 to 1849. . . . Religious affiliation became 
increasingly a surrogate for national identity as the effective agent for 
communal solidarity.”* In Parliament that evening, such sectarianism 
seemed less central. 

The Irish members, specifically the Roman Catholic members, 
were seated because the Catholic Relief Act passed in 1829 had allowed 
Catholics to take the oath of office in Parliament to join their Protes- 
tant colleagues. Quakers and other nonconformists had been allowed 
to “affirm” their oath rather than “swear it” after an act in 1833. Parlia- 
ment had thus moved from a narrowly Anglican to a broader Christian 
body. Jews, however, still had to take a Christian oath. The future 
Conservative prime minister Benjamin Disraeli, while a Jew at birth, 
had become an Anglican at twelve when his father broke with the Lon- 
don congregation and converted. When he entered the House in 1837, 
he was able to swear the oath with no qualms of conscience. Lionel de 
Rothschild, a City banker, was, unlike Disraeli, a practicing Jew and 
refused to take the required oath as formulated.’ Rothschild, whose 
wealth financed many imperial adventures under Victoria, was elected 
to the House along with the liberal Whig prime minister Lord John 
Russell from the City of London. To enable his compatriot to take 
his seat, Russell introduced the Jewish Disabilities Act to eliminate 
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the problem with the oath. Russell, one historian claims, “was more 
concerned with the removal of obstacles to civil liberty than with the 
creation of a more reasonable and civilized society,” and certainly this 
action was intended to have that effect.° The rest of the evening of 
February 7, 1848, was spent debating this bill, which did not deal, as 
was stated at the beginning of the debate, with religious freedom in 
Britain but considered the specific claim that members of Parliament 
had to subscribe to specific Christian beliefs. 

After midnight the ninth speaker arose to debate the measure. He 
was Richard Lalor Sheil, Whig member for Tipperary (until 1841) and 
then for Dungarvan, who had sat in the Commons since 1831.’ His 
maiden speech was on the second reading of the First Reform Act (1832) 
that year, which drastically overhauled the franchise to vote as well 
as the constitution of the Commons. Sheil came from a very wealthy 
Catholic family with continental connections and later married a very 
wealthy widow, so he was both cosmopolitan and independent in his 
outlook. Educated at Trinity College, Dublin, he was one of the Irish 
stalwarts who had accompanied Daniel O’Connell (the Emancipator) 
to London to protest the suppression of the Catholic Association, of 
which he was a founding member, and continued to support O’Connell 
until Catholic Emancipation was granted in 1829.° He was also one of 
the leading Anglo-Irish playwrights of his day, which can account to 
some degree for the power of his public utterances.’ 

Unprepossessing in appearance to his contemporaries, as he was 
only five feet tall, he was acknowledged to be one of the greatest 
Irish orators of his day, in spite, as a contemporary member of the 
House noted, of his “‘detestable’ Irish brogue, [that] meant that ‘he 
was not pleasant to listen to.” William Gladstone was somewhat more 
complimentary, comparing his voice to “a tin kettle battered about 
from place to place, knocking first against one side and then against 
another. There was a peculiar character, a sort of half-wildness in his 
aspect and delivery; his whole figure, and his delivery, and his voice 
and his matter, were all in such perfect keeping with one another that 
they formed a great Parliamentary picture.” Yet, as Gladstone also 
further commented, Sheil “was a great orator, and an orator of much 
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preparation, I believe, carried even to words, with a very vivid imagi- 
nation and an enormous power of language, and of strong feeling.” 
George W. E. Russell noted in his memoir, “Sheil was very small, 
and of mean presence; with a singularly fidgety manner, a shrill voice, 
and a delivery unintelligibly rapid. But in sheer beauty of elaborated 
diction not O’Connell nor any one else could surpass him.”!° What 
is striking about all of these comments are the euphemisms (“half- 
wildness,” “shrill”) that branded Sheil as essentially Irish, at least to 
the ears of his English listeners. And Irish in Sheil’s case really did 
translate into Catholic at the moment in Irish history when these two 
identities came to be coterminous. 

Sheil’s speech that evening incorporated the very opposite of the 
advice that he had given Disraeli after his disastrous maiden speech in 
December 1837, when Disraeli was laughed off the floor as he spoke in 
opposition to O’Connell on the question of filling Irish seats: “As it is 
you have shown to the House that you have a fine voice, that you have 
unlimited command of the language, courage, temper and readiness. 
Now get rid of your genius for a session. . . . Be very quiet. Try to be 
dull, only argue and reason imperfectly, for if you speak with preci- 
sion they will think you are trying to be witty.”!! Disraeli listened to 
him and was able to defuse what had become not only a personal but 
also a political disaster. Part of Disraeli’s problem was both the tone of 
his address and the fact that he appeared before the House with very 
long curled hair and dressed in the bright-green coat of a fop. Sheil 
understood the power of appearances; he knew he could not change 
his brogue, which marked him as irredeemably Irish, but he believed 
that Disraeli could alter his clothing and his tone, as he (or at least his 
father) had his religion. 

The confluence between these two men came to a head on that 
February night. Disraeli backed the bill for Jewish Emancipation 
even though his party, the Tories, sitting in opposition, was clearly 
arrayed against it. The speech Sheil gave on the evening of February 7, 
1848, was extraordinary in its precision and wit and powerful as much 
because of his brogue as in spite it. His contribution to the debate 
became one of the milestones of parliamentary oratory.” 
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Sheil began by distinguishing between religious affiliation and 
national identity, a central tenet of the Enlightenment discussion 
about the nature of the Jews and, one can repeat, part of the evolving 
changes in the very definition of the “Irish” at that moment because of 
the Famine. As Oliver Rafferty has also observed, “There was a ten- 
dency to read the Famine in religious as well as political and economic 
terms. In a certain sense the emergence of Irish Catholic identity in 
the modern era is perhaps uniquely a result of the historical experience 
of Ireland in the nineteenth century.” Sheil’s speech was one of the 
last gasps on the part of a generation of Irish intellectuals to separate 
national and religious identity, in this case of British Jewry. 

The Jews, according to Sheil, were not uniquely a “nation among 
nations” (as the post-Kantian idealist philosopher J. G. Fichte had 
claimed about them at the beginning of the century) but merely the 
adherents of a religion subscribed to by some British citizens. (Sheil 
uses the contemporary term English, referring to a collective British 
identity, even though the Acts of Union had been in force since 1707. 
English men came to be the collective for citizens of Great Britain 
incorporated in John Arbuthnot’s 1712 figure of John Bull.) For Sheil, 


A Jew born in England cannot transfer his allegiance from his Sov- 
ereign and his country; if he were to enter the service of a foreign 
Power engaged in hostilities with England, and were taken in arms, 
he would be accounted a traitor. Is a Jew an Englishman for no other 
purposes than those of condemnation? I am not aware of a single 
obligation to which other English men are liable, from which a Jew 
is exempt; and if his religion confers on him no sort of immunity, it 
ought not to affect him with any kind of disqualification.'* 


Sheil states that this argument was precisely the one that he had 
advocated in the 1820s in the struggle for Catholic Emancipation. It 
was one of the central battles that came to define Catholic Irishness 
during and after the Famine. For Sheil, religion was the central line of 
demarcation, as it was religion, not nationalism or ethnicity, that had 
disenfranchised the Irish. The political reaction against the Catholics 
from Elizabeth to Queen Anne defined their marginality. (What that 
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attitude meant in practice is complicated, as Sheil, in loud opposition 
to O’Connell, had advocated in 1821 Parliament’s ability to veto the 
appointment of Catholic bishops, as it could Anglican ones, as a sign 
of Catholic loyalty.) For Sheil that Friday evening, Daniel O’Connell 
was an earlier embodiment of Lionel de Rothschild, the struggle for 
an Irish Catholic Emancipation identical to the religious freedom now 
requested for the Jews: 


I can speak as a witness as well as an advocate. I belong to that great 
and powerful community which was a few years ago subject to the 
same disqualification that affects the Jew; and I felt that disqualifica- 
tion to be most degrading. Of myself I will not speak, because I can 
speak of the most illustrious person by whom that community was 
adorned. I have sat under the gallery of the House of Commons, 
by the side of Mr. O’Connell, during a great discussion on which 
the destiny of Ireland was dependent. . . . How have I seen him 
[O’Connell] chafe the chain which bound him down, but which, 
with an effort of gigantic prowess, he burst at last to pieces! He was 
at the head of millions of an organised and indissoluble people. ‘The 
Jew comes here with no other arguments than those which reason 
and truth supply; but reason and truth are of counsel with him; and 
in this assembly, which I believe to represent, not only the high 
intelligence, but the high-mindedness of England, reason will not 
long be baffled, and truth, in fulfilment of its great aphorism, will 
at last prevail. 


But what was the rationale for those individuals opposing the 
emancipation of the Jew? Was it that the Jew was inherently different 
from, perhaps, the Catholic, as the latter was, at least, a Christian? 
No, his argument runs that some of his listeners believed in the inal- 
terability of the Jew, of a specific Jewish nature. Sheil argues that the 
Jew, like the Irish Catholic, was not inherently different from all other 
human beings and could, indeed had, become British. Unlike Fichte’s 
view, for Sheil national identity always trumped religious identity. “I 
know that there are those who think that there is no such thing as an 
English, or a French, or a Spanish Jew; a Jew is nothing but a Jew; his 
nationality, it is said, is engrossed by the land of recollection and of 
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hope, and the house of Jacob must remain for ever in a state of isola- 
tion among the strange people by whom it is encompassed.” Sheil’s 
answer mirrors his understanding of the resilience of Irish identity 
under English subjugation and persecution: 


British feeling has already taken root in the heart of the Jew, and for 
its perfect development nothing but perfect justice is required. To 
the fallacies of fanaticism, give no heed. Emancipate the Jew—from 
the Statute book of England be the last remnant of intolerance erased 
for ever—abolish all civil discriminations between the Christian and 
the Jew—fill his whole heart with the consciousness of country: do 
this, and we dare be sworn that he will think, and feel, and fear, and 
hope, as you do: his sorrow and his exultation will be the same: at the 
tidings of English glory his heart will beat with a kindred palpitation; 
and when ever there shall be need, in the defence of his Sovereign 
and of his country, his best blood, at your bidding, will be poured out 
with the same heroic prodigality as your own. 


Here one can imagine Sheil’s high-pitched voice rising to a crescendo, 
his brogue-laced English attesting to the fact that he too felt “the tid- 
ings of English glory [as] his heart. . . beat with a kindred palpitation.” 
And at this point in his speech, Sheil makes the most extraordinary 
claim concerning such beliefs in Jewish difference: 


If a Jew can choose, wherefore should he not be chosen? If a Jew can 
vote for a Christian, why should not a Christian vote for a Jew? ... 
What is it you fear? What is the origin of this Hebrewphobia? Do 
you tremble for the Church? The Church has something perhaps 
to fear from eight millions of Catholics, and from three millions 
of Methodists, and more than a million of Scotch seceders. The 
Church may have some thing to fear from the assault of sectaries 
from without, and still more to fear from a sort of spurious Pop- 
ery and the machinations of mitred mutiny from within; but from 
the Synagogue—the neutral, impartial, apathetic, and unprosely- 
tising Synagogue—the Church has nothing to apprehend. But it 
is said that the House will be unchristianised. The Christianity 
of the Parliament depends on the Christianity of the country; and 
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the Christianity of the country is fixed in the faith, and inseparably 
intertwined with the affections of the people. 


“What is it you fear? What is the origin of this Hebrewphobia?” asks 
Sheil. It cannot be the difference of the Jew, because he has become 
British; it cannot be the faith of the Jew, because it is not like Catholi- 
cism or the nonconformists, which proselytize their faiths. Indeed, 
he claims, they are unlike those Highland Scottish Protestants who 
fought alongside their Catholic compatriots against the Crown follow- 
ing the Catholic pretender Bonnie Prince Charlie. “Hebrewphobia” is 
indeed the problem. It is the unsubstantiated fear of a “nation” (the 
imagined “Hebrews,” as in 2 Corinthians 11:22), unanswered by the 
reality of a loyal British Jewry. 

Does Sheil also imply by the term phobia that such opposition is a 
form of mental illness, a mass delusion? Is it a phobia to be treated like 
other such obsessions through medical intervention? And if so, what is 
its cause? Is it a disease of the Christian? Is hatred of the Jew a problem 
for the Christian, as “the Jew was selected as an object of special and 
peculiar infliction. The history of that most unhappy people is for cen- 
tury after century a trail of chains, and a track of blood.” Yet there were 
Catholic “men of mercy [who] occasionally arose to interpose in their 
behalf,” such as Saint Bernard. Sheil notes that “the Reformation did 
nothing for the Jew. The infallibility of Geneva was sterner than the 
infallibility of Rome.” It was Christianity that carried the burden of Jew 
hatred, for “all of us—Catholics, Protestants, Calvinists—all of us who 
have torn the seamless garment into pieces—have sinned most fear- 
fully in this terrible regard.” But Enlightenment reforms of Christian- 
ity seemed to give “some consolation to a Roman Catholic to know that 
in Roman Catholic countries expiation of this guilt has commenced. In 
France and in Belgium all civil distinction between the Christian and 
the Jew is at an end.” Catholics had abandoned Jew hatred, but what 
about the legacy of the Reformation, Sheil asks, “to this Protestant 
country a great example will not have been vainly given”? Great Brit- 
ain could join the league of those countries expressing toleration, not 
prejudice, through the action proposed that evening. 
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For Sheil, Christian Hebrewphobia was simply a form of irrational 
prejudice that could be overcome through the power of the Enlight- 
enment, already accomplished, as he states, in Catholic countries. 
Britain, too, had seen this shift away from unenlightened prejudice, 
through, he implies, the opening of Parliament to Catholics and thus 
to the Irish. “There did exist in England a vast mass of prejudice upon 
this question, which is, however, rapidly giving way. London, the 
point of imperial centralisation, has made a noble manifestation of its 
will. London has advisedly, deliberately, and with benevolence afore- 
thought, selected the most prominent member of the Jewish commu- 
nity as its representative, and united him with the First Minister of 
the Crown. Is the Parliament prepared to fling back the Jew upon the 
people, in order that the people should fling back the Jew upon the 
Parliament?” 

The City of London had elected Lionel de Rothschild as well as 
the prime minister to represent their seats, and, he implies, it was the 
City that was on the cutting edge of reform. The opponents of Jewish 
Emancipation suffered not from a mental aberration but rather from 
an unsubstantiated prejudice, a violation of the terms of the Enlight- 
enment political notion of the presumed equality of all men (with 
clear and present exceptions, including all women and, given this de- 
bate, the Jews). Hebrewphobia was merely the old fear writ new, both 
on the evening of February 7 as well as in the debates about prejudice 
in the Enlightenment. The debate continued, and the House sup- 
ported the bill to alter the manner of taking the oath. As positive as 
this outcome sounds, we might add here that although the Commons 
passed the bill, it was turned down twice in the House of Lords; this 
result was repeated with a new bill in 1851. It was only in 1858, after 
Rothschild had been twice reelected to his seat, that a third bill was 
approved to allow the House to have its own rules for membership.” 

Now Sheil was quite aware that prejudice is not a neutral term. All 
of these concepts have long and complicated histories. French philoso- 
pher Baron d’Holbach dismissed prejudice in the Enlightenment as 
harmful and incompatible with virtue. Immanuel Kant too saw preju- 
dice as violating the rule of judging without reflection, and he simply 
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dismissed it, as it was opposed to true principles rather than true state- 
ments. However, the concept was partially recuperated in the work of 
Georg Friedrich Meier in Germany, who argued that although preju- 
dice was always an error, it may be faulty only from the standpoint 
of its form and true in regard to its content. No one thinks of it as 
having a psychological component, but it was already debated in the 
eighteenth century as to what social function it served.'® Sheil follows 
the older Kantian notion of prejudice and introduces the term Hebrew- 
phobia to summarize it. 

Why does Sheil evoke the phobic in his talk if he does not believe 
that prejudiced individuals are suffering a form of mental aberration? 
In Sheil’s day, the very notion of phobia had reached beyond the merely 
medical. Indeed, the most often cited phobia in the medical literature 
of his day was hydrophobia, rabies, which even in the mid-nineteenth 
century before the work of Louis Pasteur was no longer to be associ- 
ated with the run-of-the-mill various forms of mental illness, from 
acrophobia to photophobia, which are much less often cited.” Phobias 
were popularly understood at the time “to be a fear of an imaginary 
evil, or an undue fear of a real one.”!* While the metaphoric use of 
phobias proliferated in the early nineteenth century, it was only in the 
mid-nineteenth century that the French conceit of labeling dislike of 
nationalities as phobias (as in Anglophobia) had appeared in English. 
Indeed, Sheil’s use may be counted among its earliest appearances, as 
it was not until 1851 that the Times used Anglophobe for the first time.” 
Sheil uses it only to signify a chronic aversion to the Jews, and cer- 
tainly framing his defense of the Jews against Hebrewphobia was a 
sense that “Irishphobia” was as endemic a disease in Great Britain.”° 

The Jews were thus ironically seen as a collective, even though 
Sheil’s argument, taken from the debates about Catholic Emancipa- 
tion, was that as a religious community they could also be simultane- 
ously a loyal member of a nation-state. The argument was thus not 
that prejudice made those individuals who attacked the Jews (or the 
Catholics) mad; rather, they took a specific and incomplete under- 
standing of both religious liberty in a parliamentary monarchy and 
the very notion of the Jews within Christianity. Ignorance rather 
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than madness was the problem of anyone opposed to the inclusion of 
the Jews.”! 

That was 1848 and in Great Britain. Sheil’s background as a law- 
yer (and, one can add, as a playwright exposed to Continental debates 
about prejudice) who had fought the successful battle for Irish Cath- 
olic Emancipation shaped his argument. For him, the continuity of 
Irish Catholic Emancipation was the final emancipation of the Jews. 
His rhetoric was of his time, but it is also quite clear that it was shaped 
by the linguistic fashions of his time, not by any evocation of a medical 
model for prejudice. Fast-forward four decades, and we can see a radi- 
cal shift in the readings of prejudice against the Jews very much within 
a medical model that had become the fashion of its day. 


Judeophobia Is a Psychic Disorder 


In 1882 the proto-Zionist physician Leon Pinsker (1821-971) published 
Mabnruf an seine Stammegenossen (Auto-Emancipation). Pinsker was 
born in Polish Russia and educated at the University of Odessa, where 
he trained to be a physician. His medical training was modern, which 
in the nineteenth century meant German and biologically oriented. 
Horrified by the series of pogroms against the Jews beginning in 1871 
in Odessa, Pinsker, writing in German, pleaded for a Jewish state on 
the basis of the inherent nature of Jew hatred (Judenhass) in Europe. 
As a physician, he used the category of mental illness to explain this 
hatred, calling it an obsession of the European Christian regarding 
Jews as “for the living . . . a dead man, for the natives an alien and a 
vagrant, for property-holders a beggar, for the poor an exploiter and 
a millionaire, for patriots a man without a country, for all classes a 
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hated rival.””? He undertook the first systematic attempt at analyzing 
Judeophobia as a disease of late-nineteenth-century Europe that could 


never be cured: 


Along with a number of other unconscious and superstitious ideas, 
instincts, and idiosyncrasies, Judeophobia also has become fully 
naturalized among all the peoples of the earth with whom the Jews 
have had intercourse. Judeophobia is a form of demonopathy, with 
the distinction that the Jewish ghost has become known to the whole 
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race of mankind, not merely to certain races, and that it is not incor- 
poreal, like other ghosts, but is a being of flesh and blood, and suffers 
the most excruciating pain from the wounds inflicted upon it by the 
timorous multitude who imagine themselves threatened by it. Judeo- 
phobia is a psychic disorder. As a psychic disorder it is hereditary, 
and as a disease transmitted for two thousand years it is incurable.” 


For Pinsker, it is in racism as an “inherited predisposition” that 
madness lies.”* Pinsker was the first to provide a clinical definition of 
the term as well as a forensic label to answer the widely popular term 
antisemitism, which had become the marker for the political attack on 
Jewish Emancipation after the 1880s. While antisemitism may have 
looked to Pinsker’s contemporaries like a “scientific” term, it was clear 
that it had primarily a political purpose. Indeed, the term seems first 
to have appeared in 1860 in the Austrian Jewish scholar Moritz Stein- 
schneider’s use of the phrase “antisemitic prejudices” (antisemitische 
Vorurteile) in categorizing French philosopher Ernest Renan’s contrast 
between the “Semitic” and the “Aryan” soul.” The term, however, was 
popularized only in the 1880s by the journalist Wilhelm Marr in his 
widely read 1880 pamphlet attacking the Jews, Der Weg zum Siege des 
Germanenthums über das fudenthum (The Way to Victory of the Germanic 
Spirit over the Jewish Spirit), in which the word first appeared to mean 
“Jew hatred.””° That year Marr founded the League of Anti-Semites 
to combat Jewish influence in Europe. The term had a clearly politi- 
cal meaning thereafter, not as a pejorative label for a prejudice but as 
a call to arms. 

Pinsker also isolated the etiology of the madness of the Jews from 
the inherent racism of “Judeophobes.” For him, it was the Enlighten- 
ment demand that the Jews become “like everyone else” in a national 
society—become Germans, French, English, while repressing their 
own Jewish national identity—that was the cause of their madness. 
This belief is, of course, exactly the antithesis of Sheil’s argument that 
Jews in Great Britain could become “Englishmen” once the limitations 
on their legal status were eliminated. Pinsker agreed with the com- 
mon notion of the day that the Jews were predisposed to mental ill- 
ness, but he saw the endless torment from the pressure to acculturate, 
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not from religious persecution, as the cause. The statelessness of the 
Jew in the age of nationalism condemned him to be an outlier, as “the 
stigma attached to this people, which forces an unenviable isolation 
among the nations upon it, cannot be removed by any sort of legal 
emancipation, as long as this people produces in accordance with its 
nature vagrant nomads, as long as it cannot give a satisfactory account 
of whence it comes and whither it goes, as long as the Jews themselves 
prefer not to speak in Aryan society of their Semitic descent, and pre- 
fer not to be reminded of it, as long as they are persecuted, tolerated, 
protected, emancipated. . . . Intelligent and rich in experience . . . we 
have never asked whether this mad race . . . will ever come to an end.””” 
For Pinsker, it was self-abnegation through acculturation and assimi- 
lation, both seen as equivalent, that was the source of Jewish madness. 

Pinsker’s ideas seem to be a radical break from the claim of 
nineteenth-century biological psychiatry that madness lies in the 
predisposition of racial cohorts to madness. His attribution of Jew- 
ish madness to the loss of nation, and with it independence, and the 
resulting fall “into a decay which is not compatible with existence as 
a whole vital organism” responds to such constructions. As a result 
of this decay, according to Pinsker, Jews began to seem to others like 
ghosts—which is the root of Judeophobia, as “the fear of ghosts is 
something inborn.” It is interesting how the metaphor of ghostliness 
is concrete enough for Pinsker to incorporate it, as though literal, into 
a medicalizing statement. Pinsker’s claim that the madness of the Jews 
was the result of faulty acculturation was well known in the critical 
literature about European Jewry at the time. Intellectuals of the late 
nineteenth century agreed that the Jews were mad, but some thought 
that their madness was a reflex of antisemitism internalized as self- 
hatred. Friedrich Nietzsche’s poetic reading of Spinoza makes this 
point quite clear. Christianity’s claim of universal love was the Jew’s 
vengeance for his treatment by Christianity: 


Unheimlich glimmernder Rachebrand: 
—am Judengott fraf Judenhaf!— 
—Einsiedler, hab ich dich erkannt? 
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An eerily shimmering fire of vengeance: 
—The Jewish God devoured by Jewish hatred— 
Hermit, have I recognized you?’ 


Ultimately, Pinsker’s argument relies on the notion that “the 
misfortunes of the Jews are due, above all, to their lack of desire for 
national independence” (2). Nationalism would cure self-hatred, but 
nothing could cure the obsessive racism of the world in which the Jew 
was exiled. But was it the Christian alone who was racist? Was it this 
category that alone perpetuated Jew hatred, or was it also the fault of 
the Jew, who had lost any sense of national identity? And if so, what 
about other forms of racial hatred that were not tied to the experience 
of Jews in the West? Sheil’s nuanced argument about the complexity 
of Christian responses to the Jews as citizens of a national state, which 
had claims on the loyalty of all religious groups, is dismissed by Pin- 
sker, seeing the world not from the Houses of Parliament but from the 
bloody streets of Odessa. 

The argument rests on the image of psychopathology. Pinsker 
writes, “In a sick person the absence of desire for food and drink is 
a very serious symptom” (2), and “We would hear nothing of taking 
our malady at the root, in order to effect a complete cure” (11). His 
essay uses pathological language for both Jews and antisemites and 
acknowledges fault on the part of the oppressors, while placing the 
onus for change on the oppressed. Pinsker writes, “If the basis of our 
reasoning is sound, if the prejudice of the human race against us rests 
upon anthropological and social principles, innate and ineradicable, 
we must look no more to the slow progress of humanity” (9). Yet 
Pinsker also makes a biological and therefore racial argument, quite 
counter to Sheil’s Enlightenment claims about humanity. Mired in the 
scientific discourse of his time, he saw the struggle for Jewish mental 
health as analogous to, but different from, the other great struggle 
of the day, the emancipation of the African slave, only recently freed 
in the United States and six years away from emancipation in Brazil. 
Pinsker, however, assuming black inferiority through the lens of con- 
temporary racial science, writes that the Jews must be emancipated: 
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“Like the negroes, like women, and unlike all free peoples, they must 
be emancipated. It is all the worse for them if, unlike the negroes, they 
belong to an advanced race, and if, unlike women, they can show not 
only women of distinction, but also men, even great men.” He saw a 
specific national state as the catalyst of the moral, mental, and physi- 
cal regeneration of the surplus Jews (a version of the Victorian notion 
of the deserving poor) who were saved by the actions: “Our greatest 
and best forces—men of finance, of science, and of affairs, statesmen 
and publicists—must join hands with one accord in steering toward 
the common destination. This would succeed chiefly and especially 
in creating a secure and inviolable home for the surplus of those Jews 
who live as proletarians in the different countries and are a burden to 
° This claim was rooted in a science that had dif- 
ferent valences in the claims of the European Jew and the black slave. 
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the native citizens. 


Pinsker’s views on race, difference, and disease became part of the ide- 
ology and the vocabulary of Zionism and indeed of the debates about 
the source and nature of prejudice in general. 

Such views came to be projected onto other groups seen as men- 
tally ill. Theodor Herzl, for example, attacked his Jewish opponents in 
October 1897 as Mauschel, an unhealthy ghetto Jew without the men- 
tal capacity to understand the need for an independent Jewish national 
identity. Such an understanding was defined by him and his support- 
ers, including Max Nordau, as demonstrating a healthy, rather than 
pathological, psyche.*° Herzl labeled those Jews who were opposed 
to Zionism as corrupt and saw the proof in their attitude toward 
Zionism: “Mauschel was quick to put forward an insidious catchword 
against the Zionists: namely, that they are Jewish anti-Semites. We? 
We, who acknowledge before all the world, without consideration for 
our acquired positions and our advancement, that we are Semites; we 
who cherish the cultivation of our national heritage, who stand by our 
unfortunate brethren? But Mauschel figured out with lightning speed 
what we are: we are anti-Mauschel.”*' Being anti-assimilationist, Herzl 
argues, was seen in the eyes of acculturated European Jews as a form 
of self-hatred. The early Zionists also made the counterargument. 
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Max Nordau, a neurologist and one of Herzl’s earliest supporters, 
had argued in his famed pre-Zionist text Degeneration (1892) that “all 
the particular ‘manias’ and ‘phobias’ which at present swarm in the 
literature of mental therapeutics” were simply signs of the “great emo- 
tionalism of the degenerate.” Nordau’s “degenerate” is the embodi- 
ment of modernity, of the speed of modern life, of self-absorption. 
His prime examples were Wagner, Nietzsche, and Dostoyevsky. By 
1896 his focus was on the psychopathological response of the Jews to 
antisemitism: “It is the greatest triumph of anti-Semitism that it has 
brought the Jews to view themselves with anti-Semitic eyes.”*” For the 
early Zionists, identification with the aggressor defined not only anti- 
Zionists but also acculturated Jews. 

Prejudice against the Jews, however defined, came to be seen as 
a form of mental aberration in an age when medical discourse had 
high esteem. The late-nineteenth-century age of Pinsker and Nor- 
dau was exactly such a moment. The cure was a new nationalism that 
would immunize its citizens from the infection of hatred.” The world 
of mid-nineteenth-century parliamentary debate, the world of Sheil 
and Rothschild, did not need to characterize such views as pathologi- 
cal—just prejudiced. Thus, the analogy between Irish Catholics and 
British Jews worked well as a means of equating groups who were the 
target of such prejudice. No pathology present; no cure necessary. Just 
political will and the call of justice. The difference may well have lain 
in the robustness of the British system, which was able to alter such 
views over time. Pinsker, coming from imperial Russia, saw no such 
option. Time and place distinguished one from the other. 
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Rebellious Jews on the Edge of Empire 
The fudeo-Irish Home Rule Association 


HEATHER MILLER RUBENS 


In 1908 members of Dublin’s Jewish community formed the “Judzo- 
Irish Home Rule Association” and formally announced Irish Jewish 
support for Irish national aspirations. Members of the British Jewish 
community, in both Dublin and London, strenuously objected to the 
formation of this group and called for these Irish Jews to not involve 
their Jewishness in politics. 

In this chapter I trace the newsprint narrative in the British Jewish 
and Irish press surrounding the short-lived Judzo-Irish Home Rule 
Association. In examining this public exchange, I explore three sets of 
interrelated questions. First, how was a public Jewish identity in the 
British Isles understood and expressed at the beginning of the twen- 
tieth century? Were Jews solely a religious community? Were Jews a 
national or ethnic group? How should Jews, whether religious, ethnic, 
or national, participate in politics—collectively or individually? Sec- 
ond, how does one understand the Irish Home Rule movement? Was 
Home Rule at heart a national struggle, a religious struggle, or both? 
Does the religious nature of this political conflict allow Jews to opt out 
of the struggle, or must Jews choose to align? If Jews must choose, what 
should guide their choice of alliance? Third, what exactly is the nature 
of the relationship between the Irish Jewish and British Jewish commu- 
nities? Are these two Jewish diasporas of equal footing, or are Irish Jews 
somehow beholden to British Jews owing to the structures of empire? 
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Jewish Identity 


On Thursday, September 10, 1908, the Judeo-Irish Home Rule Asso- 
ciation held its inaugural meeting at the Mansion House in Dublin. 
At this meeting, the newly formed association passed the following 
resolution as its first act: “That this great meeting of Jews . . . resolve[s] 
to support such measures that will tend to secure for the people of Ire- 
land a full grant of self-government, such as accepted by the Irish Par- 
liamentary Party, to foster Irish industries and in general to promote 
the welfare and prosperity of Ireland.” Jacob Elyan, the association’s 
first chair and a longtime fixture in the Dublin Jewish communal lead- 
ership, expanded on this mission, saying that the Judeo-Irish Home 
Rule Association sought both to put Irish Jews into closer relations 
with their fellow Irishmen and to correct false conceptions about Irish 
Jewish insularity, which manifested as popular ideas that Irish Jews 
were indifferent toward Irish politics and the general welfare of their 
Irish neighbors. In his view, this association meant to “dispel the delu- 
sion and darkness” that surrounded the Irish Jewish community and 
would do so by lending moral and material support to the cause of 
Irish Home Rule.! 

‘Two additional Judzo-Irish Home Rule executive members fur- 
ther explained the unique perspectives that Irish Jews brought to the 
Home Rule cause. Citing the 1905 Russian Revolution as an example, 
Joseph Edelstein, the association’s secretary, explained that Jews had 
extensive experience in the pursuit of liberty and economic equality 
throughout the world that they would bring to the Irish cause. Arthur 
Newman, another founding board member and prominent Irish Jew- 
ish leader, also reflected broadly on the role of Jews in the history of 
liberation politics. Newman asserted that Jews had long experienced 
intolerance and persecution and thus were in natural sympathy with 
those peoples, like the Irish, who had been persecuted. Newman went 
further, asserting that Jews were ready once again to be politically pro- 
active in human history and that Irish Jews in particular were ready 
to take up the Irish cause. Newman imagined the average Irishman 
wondering how Jews could “account for sleeping away their political 
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time over the past 2,000 years? Was it conceivable to the Irishman that 
Jews could be satisfied to go on wandering from country to country, 
living on sufferance everywhere, whilst the smallest of nations had 
managed to extract themselves from oppressive situations and emerge 
as states?”’ Indeed, according to leaders of the Judzo-Irish Home Rule 
Association, the time for Dublin’s Jews to act was now, and the politi- 
cal cause to support was Irish Home Rule. 

As expressed in the resolution, and further explained by the exec- 
utive committee, the Judzo-Irish Home Rule Association did not 
directly address Jewishness as a religious identification. Rather, the 
important takeaway lesson was that Jews were a collective, a people 
who could and should act politically as a defined group in local poli- 
tics. Taking this view, Jews were not individual citizens of the Jew- 
ish religious persuasion who confined Jewish action to the religious 
sphere. Rather, Jews, as a collective, were encouraged to join their 
Irish neighbors in the work of political liberation and economic bet- 
terment for their local communities. In this view, the connection 
between the Irish and Jewish communities was twofold: First, the Jews 
and the Irish shared a common home that they wanted to run locally 
and improve through local means. Second, both communities were 
peoples who shared a history of oppression and a common desire for 
political liberty. For the Judeo-Irish Home Rule Association, the Irish 
and Jewish communities had a common homeland, a similar history of 
oppression, and a shared desire for local governance. Religious identi- 
fication would not necessarily cement these bonds but perhaps provide 
a stumbling block to the association’s aims. The category of religion 
did not play into the shared identification of Ireland as a homeland 
and was absent from this association’s discussion of a shared history 
of oppression. 

However, not all of Dublin’s Jews understood themselves in these 
terms, nor did they contend that the Irish Jewish community should 
involve itself in the struggle for Home Rule. Philip Wigoder, a Dublin 
physician active in Jewish affairs, attempted to interrupt the meeting 
and offer a counterresolution opposing the very notion of a Jewish 
Home Rulers club. He was denied the floor. The chairman told him 
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that if he opposed the formation of the Judzo-Irish Home Rule Asso- 
ciation, he should not have come to the founding meeting. Rather, it 
was suggested that he form his own club. However, Dr. Wigoder did 
not need to start his own organization to find others opposed to the 
very idea of a Judeo-Irish Home Rule Association. All he needed to do 
was to turn to the existing organs of the British Jewish establishment 
and engage a working model of Jewish community that was religiously 
circumscribed. 

Dr. Wigoder publicly voiced his negative opinion of the Judzo- 
Irish Home Rule Association in both the Jewish World and the Jewish 
Chronicle, London’s main Jewish periodicals. Within the week his let- 
ters to the editor were published in both newspapers, accompanied by 
editorial commentary supporting his opposition to the Judzo-Irish 
Home Rule Association. Dr. Wigoder’s letters asserted the following 
points: First, this organization did not represent the dominant Irish 
Jewish opinion. He supported this claim by saying women and non- 
Jews mostly populated the crowd at the meeting and that the members 
of the association board were organizing only to further their per- 
sonal careers with Irish Party politics. Second, Dr. Wigoder argued 
that Jewish political associations were generally dangerous endeav- 
ors. While Dr. Wigoder asserted a general opposition to all types of 
Jewish political organization, he was particularly concerned with the 
development of the current association in the Irish context. He writes, 
“As you are aware, Irish politics are largely a matter of religion, and 
the danger of religion in politics is only too well-known. Hence, the 
advisability of steering clear, as a religious body, of all local political 
questions.” Instead, Wigoder advises Jews to join a local organization 
such as the Home Rule Gaelic League or Sinn Féin as individual citi- 
zens but not to do so as a Jewish group.’ 

Both editors at the London-based newspapers the Jewish World 
and the Jewish Chronicle affirmed and expanded on Dr. Wigoder’s sen- 
timents. The Jewish World at the time was generally proimperial and 
firmly wanted to assert that the Irish matter was part of domestic Brit- 
ish politics. The Jewish World allowed for the fact that the welfare of 
the Jews in Ireland was undoubtedly tied up with the future of Ireland. 
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But, the editor asks, “Why, then, form a Jewish Home Rule Association? 
We cannot insist too often or too urgently on the fact that, except in 
matters where the principles of their religion are at stake, Jews have no 
right to interfere with British politics in any other guise than as British 
citizens. .. . [W]e are deeply concerned to see Jews banding them- 
selves together into a political association to deal with matters which, 
as Jews, do not affect them in the slightest degree.” The Jewish Chron- 
icle offered a similar opinion, but with slightly more friendly, pro-Irish 
language: “Now, no objection of course could be raised to a Jew in 
Ireland voting as an Irish citizen for the policy referred to. But to his 
voting in that sense qua Jew, there is a strong objection indeed. . . . A 
collective Jewish vote, except in the rare cases where Jewish interests 
are seriously assailed or can be materially advanced can have only the 
effect of dragging the Jewish race or faith into political and religious 
controversy, and history warns us wither that leads.”* 

The Jewish Chronicle went even further to assert that if Jews sided 
with Irish Home Rule, they would be seen by the Unionist Party as 
disloyal and perhaps even as treasonous. For Dr. Wigoder and the 
British Jewish press, Jews were publicly a religious community and 
should function as individuals in political matters. The only reason 
that the Jewish religious community should engage in politics, par- 
ticularly engage in the political process as a collective group, was when 
the Jewish religion was under threat or disability. 

This position, typical of western European Jews, held significant 
historical weight in particular for British Jewry living in the metro- 
pole. The struggle for Jewish emancipation in the British Isles over the 
course of the nineteenth century played out in religious terms. And 
part of the understood structure of the emancipatory pact involved 
confining Jewishness to religious terms, while making one’s politi- 
cal, indeed one’s national, self allied with one’s home country. This 
attempted division of religion and politics spoke to the larger history 
of minority emancipation within England’s shores. Since the Refor- 
mation, Roman Catholics had served as the enemy within, the other 
par excellence in the British imaginary. Thus, the push for emanci- 
pation of minorities was to a large extent the story of the removal 
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of religious disabilities, focused on the Catholic minority. When full 
Catholic emancipation was finally realized in 1829, the fight for Jewish 
emancipation began in earnest. Thus, from 1830 to 1858, London’s 
Jews vigorously asserted that they were British citizens of the Jewish 
religion with a right to the removal of religious disabilities to political 
participation. With these disabilities removed, Jews could enter the 
political arena as individuals, while their group identity was confined 
behind the synagogue doors. 

In sum, the British Jewish position as represented by Dr. Wigoder 
and the London Jewish press called on Jews to limit collective action to 
Jewish religious issues. Jews should not operate as a group in forming 
a Jewish political organization. For British Jews who had accepted the 
emancipatory model of Jewish identity, Jews were citizens of the Jew- 
ish religious persuasion and thus only publicly Jewish when religious 
issues were at stake. Thus, religious identity necessarily came into play 
in the British Jewish discussion of the Judzo-Irish Home Rule Asso- 
ciation, as such an association was completely contrary to this model. 
Religion, then, was introduced by British Jews as a category of exclu- 
sion that would limit Jewish collective participation in the political 
process and discredit the premise of the association. In contrast, the 
Irish Jews lending Jewish collective support to the cause of Home Rule 
refrained from mentioning religion, or any other boundary marker 
to Jewish identity, perhaps in part because they knew the category of 
religion limited them politically. Instead, their claim was that Jews 
could act as a political group and could, and should, engage a variety 
of issues as a group. Religion played no part in this contention. 


Irish Home Rule 


How does religion factor into the characterization of Irish Home Rule? 
The disagreement between the British and Irish Jews under consider- 
ation here went beyond a difference in understanding the particularities 
of a public Jewish identity to also include a different characterization 
of Irish Home Rule. Was this conflict religious or national? 

The British Jews mentioned here who understood Jewishness in 
exclusively religious terms also characterized Irish Home Rule as a 
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religious struggle. That is to say, they emphasized the religious and not 
the national nature of the Irish Home Rule movement and did so, once 
again, in an effort to exclude Jewish participation. Dr. Wigoder high- 
lighted the particular turbulent history between Catholics and Protes- 
tants that the Irish Question could be understood to foreground. The 
proffered conclusion was that a Catholic-Protestant struggle was not a 
Jewish problem per se. Or perhaps more accurately, the fight between 
Catholic and Protestant factions in Ireland was something Jews, as a 
religious group, could successfully abstain from and were advised to 
do so by maintaining their particular religious identity. The broad 
underlying assertion is that mixing religion and politics is messy busi- 
ness that is best to be avoided. In asserting Jewishness as a religious 
identity, and Irish Home Rule as a religious conflict, the British Jewish 
community sought to collectively opt out. The category of religion 
served as a refuge from political participation. 

In contrast, the Judeo-Irish Home Rule Association did not 
bring religion into their discussion of Irish Home Rule but rather 
understood the conflict in national terms. As mentioned previously, 
the Home Rule cause was understood as the liberation of oppressed 
peoples living in an oppressed land. As the association’s founding 
resolution foregrounds, the Home Rule struggle for them was one of 
political independence and economic autonomy. Hence, local Jewish 
involvement in such a struggle was a natural, even preferred, method 
for political engagement, as Ireland was their home and they consid- 
ered themselves to be part of the Irish people. There is no mention of 
religion in this discussion. 


Competing Diasporas 


We now turn to the relationship between the Jewish communities of 
Dublin and London, as the distinct history of these two communities 
directly factors into the pronounced differences in the expression of a 
public Jewish self and a characterization of Home Rule. To a certain 
extent, the divide between British Jews and Irish Jews was a recent 
development in 1908. Most Irish Jews did not share the nineteenth- 
century history of British Jewish emancipation, and they were not 
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“British” by communal tradition or by birth. Indeed, the Irish Jewish 
community was a relatively recent expansion of the Jewish diaspora. As 
of the 1870s, there were only a few hundred Jews living in Dublin. It 
was not until the Litvak Jews immigrated at the end of the nineteenth 
century that a sizable Jewish community became apparent in Ireland. 
By 1900 the Dublin community of a few hundred had blossomed to 
more than two thousand Jews, and by 1914 Dublin’s Jewish commu- 
nity hovered at three thousand, with the vast majority being recent 
immigrants from eastern Europe. This demographic shift brought 
with it a major difficulty for these different Jewish diasporas living 
within the British Empire. What exactly was to be the relationship 
between the expanding Dublin Jewish community and the London 
Jewish establishment? Or, in broader strokes, what was the relation- 
ship between the Jewish communities living on the peripheries of the 
British Empire to Jews living in the metropole? 

Over the course of the nineteenth century, British Jewry had estab- 
lished two offices, sanctioned by the British government, to repre- 
sent Jewish communities in the United Kingdom: the Office of Chief 
Rabbi of the United Hebrew Congregations of the British Empire and 
the Board of Deputies of British Jews. By the time the Judzo-Irish 
Home Rule Association had its inaugural meeting in September 1908, 
troubles between these London-based authorities and Dublin’s Irish 
Jews were already brewing. In the previous year, the Board of Deputies 
had sent a delegation to investigate the activities of the Irish Jewish 
community, and the Office of the Chief Rabbi continued to try, with 
little success, to exert authority over the various Jewish congregations 
operating in Dublin. 

Indeed, a year prior to the founding of the Judzo-Irish Home 
Rule Association, the Jewish World did an exposé for London Jews that 
highlighted the fractured and unruly nature of Dublin Jewry. “It may 
be said, and with a double significance, that in communal affairs the 
vast majority of the Dublin Jews of the Irish capital steadfastly refuse 
to be governed by London—i.e., from the Chief Rabbi’s office—the 
conclusion is that they must be in the full enjoyment of the sweets of 
Home Rule.” In an editorial in the same issue, there was a call for the 
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respectable element of Irish Jews, that is to say the British Jewish ele- 
ment, to “conciliate the foreign Jewish element, and bring Irish Jewry 
into line with Anglo-Jewry.”® 

Knowing the intercommunal power struggles between Irish Jews 
and British Jews in the previous few years, the Irish Jewish call to 
support Home Rule took on an interesting double significance. On 
one level, the Irish Jewish community wanted to integrate more fully 
into their local diaspora home, work for local government, and work 
for the local economic prosperity of Ireland, as stated in the associa- 
tion’s resolution. For Dublin Jews, it meant committing to the politi- 
cal cause of Irish Home Rule and Irish prosperity in a concrete way 
and as an identifiably Jewish group. On another level, embracing the 
Home Rule cause affirmed that this Dublin Jewish community was 
distinct from the British Jewish community of London and autono- 
mous from the British Jewish offices that attempted to exert authority 
over their communal affairs. Thus, in a very real sense, Irish Jews were 
also shouting their own war cry for communal Home Rule to the Brit- 
ish Jewish establishment. From the British Jewish perspective, the vast 
majority of Jews living in Dublin were not Irish but recent immigrants 
benefiting from the policies of the British Empire. As such, London’s 
Jewish authorities preferred that the Dublin community understand 
themselves as British Jews who benefited from British immigration 
laws rather than identify as Irish Jews committed to the project of 
Irish independence. 

Thus, a peculiar dynamic developed between the two diaspora 
communities, which was exacerbated by a British Jewish imperial 
sentiment. The British government endowed the Office of the Chief 
Rabbi and the Board of Deputies with real authority over the Jew- 
ish communities throughout the empire. London’s Jewish periodicals 
regularly reported on the happenings of Jewish communities from all 
over the empire not simply as a matter of interest but because these 
communities were understood as an extension of British Jewry. Each 
of these three London-based organs (the Office of the Chief Rabbi, 
the Board of Deputies, and the Anglo-Jewish press) worked to ensure 
that the various Jewish communities throughout the empire behaved 
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in a manner complementary to British rule. In this capacity, then, 
these British Jews worked to support continued English dominance 
and took on an imperial posture in relation to their coreligionists else- 
where in the empire. Thus, there was great displeasure that some of 
Dublin’s Jews had privileged an Irish Jewish identity over and against 
a British Jewish one. 


Conclusion 


The founders and defenders of the Judzo-Irish Home Rule Associa- 
tion never described Dublin’s Jewish community in religious terms, 
nor did they discuss the Home Rule struggle as a religious conflict. 
Rather, Home Rule was couched in terms of political and economic 
liberation, a liberation movement that Irish Jews could and should par- 
ticipate in as a collective group. Indeed, the experience of the Jewish 
community as an oppressed people seeking liberation was underscored 
as an asset to Irish self-determination. In contrast to understanding 
Jewish identity primarily in terms of collective peoplehood, British 
Jews defined Jewish identity in individual and religious terms. Oppo- 
nents of the Judzo-Irish Home Rule Association understood the 
Home Rule movement as a struggle between Catholic and Protestant 
factions. Understanding Jews as religious individuals and Irish Home 
Rule as a religious conflict was a strategy of exclusion adopted by the 
British Jewish community that demanded that Dublin’s Jews opt out 
of supporting Home Rule. Religious identification was deployed to 
circumscribe political action in the context of Irish Home Rule and 
support the structures of empire. Indeed, the difference here between 
Jewish supporters and Jewish opponents of Home Rule highlights an 
important observation—in 1908, how one answered the Jewish Ques- 
tion dictated how one answered the Irish Question. 

While the Judzo-Irish Home Rule Association existed for only 
a short time and did not succeed in playing a significant role in the 
future struggles of either the Irish or the Jewish communities involved, 
its creation in 1908 is an instructive flash point that helps focus schol- 
arly questions on the different ways Irish and Jewish identities were 
understood and articulated at the beginning of the twentieth century. 
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The birth of this association provides a snapshot of competing claims 
regarding the boundaries of religious, ethnic, and political categories 
and competing modes of answering both the Jewish Question and the 
Irish Question. Exploring this particular newsprint exchange allows 
us to see the diversity of ways early-twentieth-century Jews under- 
stood themselves in Ireland and England. In particular, this instance 
highlights how giving primacy to a Jewish religious identity affirmed 
the structures of empire and a hierarchy of diasporas, while laying 
claim to a primarily Jewish political identity contested imperial norms 
and challenged the primacy of Jews in the metropole. 
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Rethinking Irish Protectionism 


Jewish Refugee Factories and the Pursuit 
of an Irish Ireland for Industry 


TRISHA OAKLEY KESSLER 


Economic nationalism advanced in the 1930s in response to rising 
unemployment, concerns about national identity, and a downturn in 
the economy.’ Ireland, like many other countries, initiated protec- 
tionist policies that began to shape the economic and cultural life of 
the nation. Eamon de Valera, the leader of Fianna Fail, Ireland’s new 
governing party in 1932, offered a national solution to Ireland’s eco- 
nomic problems. In his promise of a self-sufficient industrial Ireland, 
de Valera adopted a heightened nationalist discourse and called for a 
wall of protection to allow foreign up-to-date technology and ideas 
to enter Ireland but not the stranger, who, for too long, had taken 
employment from the Irish people.’ Issues of inclusion and exclusion 
came to the fore and shaped Ireland’s pursuit of industry. Rather than 
viewing protectionism solely as a doomed policy that failed to stimu- 
late long-term industrial growth, this chapter uses the prism of Jew- 
ish refugee industries to explore how protectionism raised questions 
of national identity and change, which played out in complex ways in 
19308 Ireland.’ 

As Jewish communities in Europe were “othered” and expunged 
from the economic life of their native countries, a broad range of 
Irish voices pressured the government to bar Jews entering the eco- 
nomic life of Ireland. Oppositional voices raised fears that Fianna 
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Fáiľ’s industrial drive was bringing Jews into the Irish economy, which 
was harmful to the nation. A developing anti-Jewish economic dis- 
course was used to portray Fianna Fail’s economic policies as non- 
national and fraudulent. Although Ireland offered very little refuge to 
Jewish refugees, some refugee workers and industrialists did settle in 
Ireland.* They were given employment permits because their manu- 
facturing skills were of use to the nation.’ A carefully constructed nar- 
rative presented these foreign workers as serving the development of 
an Irish industrial modernity. Obscuring their voices within an Irish 
industrial narrative, these factories and their products underwent a 
process of “becoming Irish,” and as a consequence this moment when 
provincial Ireland encountered the Holocaust has been lost in the 
margins of Irish history.° 


Jewish Refugee Workers Arrive in Provincial Ireland 


In November 1938, Thea Dziwietnik, a Jewish refugee worker at a 
newly opened hat factory in Galway, wrote to her former Austrian 
employer now living in Brussels,’ “I am doing well in business and my 
performance is satisfactory .. . but the sorrow is making me gloomy 
and on top of this I feel like a traitor to my family. I am sitting here 
home and dry and my people are overloaded with grief.” She had 
much about which to be worried. After Kristallnacht, earlier that 
month, her brother had been taken into German Preventive Custody, 
and it was unclear whether he was in a prison or a concentration camp.’ 
Her correspondent, Victor Böhm, knew well the difficulties she faced, 
for he too was exiled from his Austrian home and concerned about his 
extended family and colleagues. As a director of a large and successful 
hat-manufacturing business in Austria and Czechoslovakia, Victor, his 
brothers, and his immediate family were now residing in Brussels after 
Nazi processes of expropriation and Aryanization forced the sale of 
their factory in Vienna and the confiscation of their larger industrial 
premises in Neutitschein, Czechoslovakia.'° Victor’s letter to Thea 
forms part of a larger correspondence with Jewish refugee hatters who 
were scattered across the globe, having found settlement through the 
trade networks of the Böhm brothers. 


Rethinking Irish Protectionism | 109 


Thea was one of twenty-five expert technicians, many of them ref- 
ugees and previous Böhm employees, who arrived in Galway in 1938." 
Established by two Jewish businessmen from Paris, Henri Orbach 
and Marcel Goldberg, Les Modes Modernes was the flagship factory 
of a new Irish hat industry supported by protectionist measures.” Its 
managing director, Orbach, had embraced the opportunity to invest 
in Ireland and had borrowed money from colleagues and family to 
provide a capital investment of £40,000 matched by Irish investors." 
Although Orbach and Goldberg were both French citizens, as Jews 
they were forced into hiding after 1940 and their principal factory in 
Paris was taken from them and assigned to the Commissariat Général 
aux Questions Juives in 1941.'* Trapped in France and desperate to 
return to Ireland, Orbach and his sister, Sophie Philipson, the wife of 
Serge Philipson, manager of the factory in Galway, were deported to 
Auschwitz in February 1944.” 

‘Two further factories funded by Jewish refugee businessmen, one 
manufacturing hoods from raw materials and the second producing 
ribbons and accessories, were located to Castlebar and Longford. West- 
ern Hats, Castlebar, was established through a partnership between 
Franz Schmolka, a successful hat manufacturer from Czechoslovakia, 
and Senator Edward Claessens, a prominent industrialist in Verviers, 
Belgium, as well as an active politician for the Catholic Social Party. 
As Jewish industrialists began to look for settlement in other coun- 
tries, Belgium as an important center for textiles became a place of ref- 
uge. Following a similar process as the Bruder Böhm brothers, Franz 
Schmolka used his trade networks to find safe passage for his family 
and friends, many from his hometown, Komotau, a predominantly 
German town in the Sudetenland that was declared “judenrein” on 
September 23, 1938.16 

Finally, Emil Hirsch, an industrialist from Vienna, arrived in Ire- 
land in December 1938 with family and workers to establish a rib- 
bon factory in Longford. Hirsch had, like many Jewish businessmen, 
delayed leaving Vienna until after the Anschluss, perhaps struggling 
to find settlement or hoping that the situation would calm. However, 
as the work of Herbert Strauss shows, Kristallnacht proved to be the 
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decisive moment for large Jewish industries that had continued to 
operate against mounting difficulties. They were now forced to liqui- 
date. With very little capital, Hirsch was helped by a colleague within 
the Austrian hat industry to facilitate business renewal in Ireland and 
provide safe passage for family and friends.” 


Protectionism: A Special Path for Ireland 


The destruction of Jewish industries across Europe and the search for 
settlement by Jewish refugees came at a moment when Ireland was pur- 
suing a native industrial drive to create a self-sufficient Irish economy. 
Like other political leaders, Eamon de Valera had promised a national 
solution to Ireland’s economic problems, which steered Fianna Fáil 
to electoral victories in 1932 and 1933. De Valera’s commitment to 
produce native manufactured commodities, supported by protection- 
ist measures, advanced an existing nationalist economic narrative that 
had deep roots within Ireland’s formative struggle for independence." 
De Valera reshaped this ideological vision within a discourse of con- 
temporary economic needs and formulated an economic approach to 
deliver Ireland from rising unemployment and emigration.” 

In his pursuit of a special path for Ireland, de Valera crafted an 
industrial vision to create employment through the production of all 
the food and necessities required to maintain its population.” A siz- 
able number of jobs were to be allocated to the expanding clothing and 
footwear industries, both of which received increasing protectionist 
measures to establish factories in Ireland.” Protectionism, a policy to 
steer economic nationalism, was in the eyes of Fianna Fail a means of 
import substitution, particularly products imported from Great Brit- 
ain.” Trade statistics for 1932 reveal the rising numbers of imports for 
apparel, textiles, and footwear, and an internal Department of Indus- 
try memo on the Irish hat industry disclosed the import numbers for 
ladies’ hats, which in 1935 amounted to almost two million.” 

The development of a substantial hat industry, particularly ladies’ 
hats, was a response to both Ireland’s dependence on the British hat 
industry and the need to expand new industries to generate employ- 
ment. By 1935-36 it was evident that Fianna Fail’s industrial drive 
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was slowing down, and the challenge of a saturated marketplace, in 
which a limited number of Irish produced goods had market viability, 
became a concern for the government.”* Business leaders questioned 
Fianna Fail’s ability to absorb Ireland’s employment numbers through 
its industrial drive and argued a policy of import substitution could 
not fully industrialize a nation that lacked essential resources and 
raw materials.” Political discourse focused on the demise of Fianna 
Fail’s much-promised employment creation scheme, and communities 
across Ireland still waiting for their factory expressed anger and frus- 
tration at the lost opportunities a new factory could have brought with 
employment and spending power.” 


Protectionism: A Lifeline for Jewish Refugees? 


The need to explore new manufacturing possibilities influenced the 
decision of the Department of Industry and Commerce to reply to a 
memorandum received from the Council for German Jewry (CGJ) 
in June 1936. Following the 1935 Nuremberg Laws, greater num- 
bers of Jews in Germany, many newly classified by this legislation, 
sought refuge abroad. As Herbert Strauss argues, patterns of emigra- 
tion reflected the increased levels of persecution that Jews faced.” In 
response, a campaign was launched in Britain by the CGJ to focus on 
the contribution Jewish refugees could offer the nation in terms of 
their skills. The CGJ turned their attention to the British Domin- 
ion States, and the Department of Industry received a memorandum 
regarding the possibility of Jewish refugee industries contributing to 
the Irish economy. It displayed a good understanding of Fianna Fail’s 
economic policy, noting, “Many German manufacturers were now 
looking to find new means of livelihood and could find the required 
capital to produce new products, which would help improve Ireland’s 
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trade balance through the diminution of imports.””* Citing the success 
of a number of new enterprises established by experienced German 
Jewish refugees in England, the council suggested that the Irish Free 
State might be willing to accept a limited number of German Jewish 
manufacturers. Its arguments were compelling. Rather than looking 


for employment, refugees on this scheme would create employment.” 
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Already the manufacture of new lines in Britain had initiated between 
six and seven thousand jobs within industries producing electrical 
equipment, chemical and pharmaceutical products, leather and rubber 
goods, furniture factories, and the making of apparel. 

The memorandum spoke to the growing acceptance by the British 
government that Jewish industrialists could be of use to the country 
in terms of job creation and developing important exports. The newly 
passed Special Areas Act (1934) designated four areas in need of eco- 
nomic rejuvenation to which Jewish industrialists could be steered in 
negotiations regarding settlement.” Although the term refugee was not 
used in an open invitation to “foreign nationals” or “aliens” to settle in 
Britain, it was clear that this offer spoke to Jewish refugee industrial- 
ists.*' British consulates used their diplomatic services to inform Jewish 
communities that residence permits would be issued to industrialists 
willing to move to certain areas. Furthermore, incentives in the form 
of newly built factories at reduced rents on specially constructed trad- 
ing estates in each depressed region reflected the British government’s 
acknowledgment of the refugee status of these industrialists, who by 
1936 struggled to move any substantial assets out of Germany.” 

During a period when Fianna Fail’s policy toward Jewish refugees 
was deeply restrictive, the response to the CGJ by John Leydon, the 
secretary of the Department of Industry, was encouraging. The depart- 
ment would be prepared to recommend to the Department of Justice 
the granting of alien permits for a certain period of employment if 
an enterprise offered “value to the country.” The possibility that some 
Jewish refugees could enter Ireland marked a modest shift in Ireland’s 
response to Jewish refugees that had been lamentable after 1933. As 
early as April 1933, Leo McCauley, secretary of the Berlin Legation, 
had warned the Department of External Affairs that the legation had 
received an increasing number of inquiries and applications for visas 
from Jews of Polish and other nationalities desiring to leave Ger- 
many. The legation, he reassured the department, “had discouraged 
such persons from going to Ireland, as they are really only refugees; 
and it assumed that this line of action would be in accordance with 
the Department’s policy.”** New restrictions requiring return visas to 
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countries of origin for all applicants wishing to enter Ireland provided 
foreign legations with authority to decline refugee applications.’ 

Mirroring other nations, Ireland refused to process refugees as a 
separate entity, and the Aliens Act 1935 subjected all nonnationals to 
the same clauses without favoring refugees over others.” In reality, 
Jewish applicants for Irish visas were subjected to extra scrutiny. As 
the work of Goldstone argues, being Jewish mattered, and bureau- 
cratic responses to applications from Jewish refugees were governed 
by anti-Jewish mentalities.” Questions regarding Jews and integration 
surfaced, and issues of inclusion and exclusion were determined by the 
larger project of nation building and a narrowing of a national identity 
that negotiated “Irishness” in terms of being Gaelic in culture and 
Roman Catholic in belief.*® 

As the Department of Industry began to scope the possibilities of 
Jewish industrialists aiding Irish industry, decisions were governed by 
Fianna Fail’s industrial policy of import substitution. A lifeline was 
offered to those enterprises that could manufacture new commodi- 
ties, as in the case of the new hat industry. Protectionism as a means 
to drive an industrial Ireland became a blunt instrument to determine 
who would or would not be offered settlement. For those Jewish busi- 
nessmen who approached the Irish legations in Berlin and Paris with 
their credentials, letters of reference, and business proposals for the 
production of commodities already overproduced in a saturated Irish 
market, it was clear that the Department of Industry would reject their 
applications.” Rising numbers of applications reached the department 
in 1938, reflecting the perilous position Jewish communities faced. It 
also spoke to a new focus on Ireland, as Jewish communal networks 
highlighted Ireland’s industrial needs. De Valera’s call, as president of 
the League of Nations Assembly, for nations to rescue “suffering refu- 
gees” was reported in the Jewish Chronicle, the leading Anglo-Jewish 
newspaper. Furthermore, as J. J. Lee observes, an explicit recognition 
of “the Jewish congregations” in the 1937 constitution was “a gesture 
not without dignity in the Europe of 1937.” 

To aid the Department of Industry in finding potential industri- 
alists, an unusual partnership formed between a nonnational Jewish 
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businessman in Dublin, Marcus Witztum, and Fianna Fáil senator 
Sean McEllin. Witztum, having lived and worked in numerous coun- 
tries, had developed extensive trade networks in the European textile 
industry that were of use to the department. Senator McEllin, a key 
player in Fianna Fail’s industrial program, had experience, through 
his work in developing the Irish sugar-beet industry, in bringing out- 
side technical skills to Ireland. Although Ireland could not compete 
with the inducements offered by Great Britain, it could offer forms of 
protection through tariffs and quotas. This framework made Ireland 
an attractive place for partnerships between Jewish and non-Jewish 
investors to place some capital alongside the manufacturing skills of 
their Jewish colleagues desperately looking for settlement. Traveling 
back and forth to Europe, McEllin and Witztum guided industrialists 
to potential sites in the West of Ireland, where McEllin had a family 
and political base.“ 

Witztum, in particular, devoted much of his time advising Jew- 
ish refugees how to obtain work visas for Ireland.” He was carefully 
monitored, with Liam Archer at the Department of Defense noting: 


Marcus Witztum, a Jew, now Irish, formerly Argentinian, and prior 
to that a Polish National, is recorded as a director of three compa- 
nies in Ireland since 1932, and seemingly believes he can influence 
policy in these matters. ... There are frequent statements in the cor- 
respondence of the Jewish Community that Marcus would obtain 
visas from the Government. The opinion formed from the Witztum 
correspondence is that he is no more than an adroit company pro- 
moter, he is evidently much used by alien Jews to secure entry per- 
mits to this country and in the Jewish Community here is regarded 
as having considerable influence in this connection.” 


However, archives testify to a number of potential negotiations 
between the Department of Industry and Jewish industrialists who, 
with the help of Witztum, had found Irish partners willing to form 
companies.** Unfortunately, many of these opportunities foundered; 
the requirements demanded by the department were time intensive, 
and many industrialists failed to secure them as persecution intensified: 
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“Any persons desirous of engaging in industry in this country should 
therefore submit in full particulars of the proposed scheme, including 
information as to the financing, the type of goods to be made, the 
processes to be undertaken, the raw materials to be used, the technical 
skills available, the employment to be given, the proposed output, the 
prices at which the goods would be sold as compared to the existing 
prices, and reference as to standing in business and previous trading.” 
With tenacity, Witztum and McEllin located a number of Jewish refu- 
gee industries to Ireland, of which a new hat industry was perhaps the 
most successful. Although the hat industry created employment for 
more than six hundred workers, not all other prospective industries 
were welcomed. In the case of a large shoddy cloth factory that was to 
move to Ballina, with investment from a Czech industrialist, Dr. Kro- 
ner, promising employment for between eight hundred to one thou- 
sand workers, oppositional voices used the factory as an example of 
Fianna Fail’s failure to support the Irish woolen industry.** Although 
moneys were raised within the town to contribute to the factory and 
Dr. Kroner, then resident in Dublin, had deposited an amount of 
£20,000 in an Irish bank, the factory failed to materialize.“ 

The exact numbers of refugees who arrived with new factories is 
not clear, but a conservative number would be seventy in total.** The 
Departments of Justice and External Affairs reminded the Depart- 
ment of Industry that issuing visas for foreign nationals, that is, Jew- 
ish workers, would necessitate their staying in Ireland.“ Their use 
to the nation had to be carefully weighed. At times correspondence 
between each department was tense, as Sean Lemass, the minister for 
industry, requested greater numbers of permits to be given to expert 
technicians. In the case of five foreign workers, a letter from John 
Leydon to Joseph Walshe, the secretary of the Department of Exter- 
nal Affairs, noted the following: “That employment permits under 
Article 5 (2) (b) of Aliens Order 1935 have been granted to six work- 
ers for Les Modes Modernes—September 1938—five of the aliens, 
described as Austrian nationals, the minister feels justified in granting 
these permits notwithstanding the difficulties that may arise regard- 
ing the repatriation of these aliens once their permits expire.”*’ Sean 
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Lemass’s determination to drive forward his vision of an industrial 
Ireland demanded all sorts of compromises, and as a consequence 
Fianna Fail’s protectionist policies were layered with complexities. 
The arrival of Jewish refugees was not a humanitarian response to the 
plight of Jews in Europe. Decisions were determined by their use to 
the nation. The ones who did arrive struggled to help family members 
gain visas for Ireland unless they offered particular skills.” An appli- 
cation by Thea Dziwietnik’s brother, Adolph, who had been released 
from prison, to travel to Ireland was refused, as were other appli- 
cations by workers for family members to settle in Ireland.” Those 
refugees who were given employment permits arrived in a country in 
which a large section of its citizens were deeply suspicious of the pres- 
ence of alien Jews in Irish industry. 


Protectionism: A Contested Policy “Othered” 
into a Negative Jewish Space 


Ireland in its pursuit of a protected economy, like other nations dur- 
ing this period, raised questions of national identity and notions of 
who was included and excluded in the economic life of the country. 
A multitude of voices from within the business community, the Irish 
diaspora, veterans (including female republican movements such as 
Cumann na mBan), and individuals pressured the government to 
close the doors on further numbers of Jews establishing themselves in 
Ireland.” Joseph Walshe, the secretary of the Department of Exter- 
nal Affairs, noted as much in his response to the high commissioner 
regarding the memorandum from the CGJ: “Numerous protests have 
been made to the Government in recent years regarding the number 
of alien Jews who have established themselves in this country and the 
Minister would not look with favour on any policy which might tend 
to increase that number.”** A fear that large numbers of alien Jews had 
settled in Ireland had been fomented by a complex and mutable body of 
oppositional voices that had used the presence of Jews in Irish industry 
as a tool to attack Fianna Fail’s industrial policy. Arguing that Eamon 
de Valera’s protectionist policies favored Jews, these voices used the 
Irish Parliament, Dáil Eireann, and Blueshirt rallies to voice dissent to 
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Fianna Fail’s economic policies. The Blueshirts, a protofascist move- 
ment originating out of the Army Comrades Association, flourished 
with growing membership from farmers, aggrieved by the economic 
war with Great Britain from 1932 to 1938.” De Valera’s decision to 
refuse payment of land annuities owed the British government saw 
retaliatory British protectionist policies raise duties on agricultural 
products and initiate cattle quotas, which diminished export markets 
and severely impacted farmers’ welfare.’ Farmers were doubly disad- 
vantaged by protectionist policies that diminished their income and 
increased the cost of living as a consequence of wage inflation.’ 

Agricultural communities felt marginalized by Fianna Fail’s new 
industrial focus, which was seen as benefiting urban workers with 
increased wages and employment benefits such as paid holidays and set 
working hours governed by international labor laws.’ Furthermore, 
some argued that the beneficiaries of this new industrial Ireland were 
women workers, who, with money in their pockets, could potentially 
destabilize Irish family life.” The formation of a new political party in 
September 1933, Fine Gael, merged the political voices of Cumann na 
nGaedhael, the Blueshirts, and a farmers’ party, the National Centre 
Party. A weighty political voice emerged to address concerns about 
political and social change, the impact of the economic war, and the 
hegemony of Fianna Fail with its economic policies that favored urban 
working-class communities.“ As newly established factories created 
footprints of Fianna Fail power across the country, oppositional voices 
seized an opportunity to “other” Fianna Fail’s industrial policy into a 
negative Jewish space. 

The notion that Jews were a destabilizing force in society gained 
currency in the 1930s, as nation-states struggled with questions of 
national identity in response to worldwide depression.” Ireland was no 
exception. Between 1933 and 1934, a dangerous discourse developed 
that accused Fianna Fail of allowing increasing numbers of alien Jews 
into the Irish economy. As Lemass faced political pressure to provide 
data about new factories, which he resisted, the opposition party filled 
an empty statistical space with foreign names, mostly Jewish. For 
example, after the launch of a new Viennese sausage factory in Naas, 
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Cumann na nGaedhael representative Patrick McGilligan argued the 
following in the Dáil: 


I intend to do nothing more than to mention the names of the direc- 
tors and to indicate, as it should be indicated, to this House that if 
people are buying sausage products it can hardly be said that the 
money recovered from the customer goes to the nationals of this 
country. It is part of the programme of the Minister for Industry 
and Commerce that in the case of factories that are established 
except under license capital should be controlled, in the main, by 
Irish nationals. Here you have names as examples of Irish nationals: 
Franz Vogel, Caplal, and Witstun [sic]. 


An extended list of names followed in November, and this tactic 
appeared no fewer than eleven times in Dail debates between July 
1933 and May 1934.8 A focus on naming as a validation of “Irishness” 
within industry contributed to a dangerous narrowing of a national 
identity. For Jews working in business, whether Irish born, natural- 
ized, or recently settled in Ireland, such a discourse “othered” them.” 

Questions of national identity and national characteristics were 
also highlighted in a discourse of non-native-run factories as sites 
of danger and alien practices. A negative focus on Jews and industry 
became a tool used by politicians to position newly protected facto- 
ries as potentially unsafe places. Fine Gael legislator Richard Mulcahy 
associated such factories with the sullying of an Irish industrial tradi- 
tion of fair practice and good working conditions.® In a lengthy Dail 
debate on factory conditions, Mulcahy distinguished between those 
patriotic men trying to establish new businesses from their homes and 
so-called alien workshops operating in the back lanes of Dublin with 
the smell of Whitechapel about them.% Tapping into notions about 
the dangers of factory work, Mulcahy and others identified Jewish 
factories as sites of employment for women and juveniles in appal- 
ling conditions.” In doing so, Fine Gael politicians attempted to place 
Fianna Fail’s industrial policy within a discourse of sweatshops and 
profiteering. Attributing negative economic characteristics to Jews 
spoke to a long history in anti-Jewish Christian thinking about Jews 
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and economics. As Jerry Muller argues, the long shadow of usury col- 
ored the way Christian societies thought about Jews in the economic 
space.** Attempts to make Jews visible in the Irish economy through a 
prism of exploitative practices echoed previous moments in Irish his- 
tory when Jews in Ireland were othered as harmful to Irish society.” 


“Becoming Irish”: Protectionism 
and an Irish Ireland for Industry 


Negotiating the presence of Jewish businessmen and workers in provin- 
cial Ireland demanded a carefully constructed narrative from Fianna 
Fail. Les Modes Modernes, Galway, soon faced accusations from Fine 
Gael politicians that its female employees earned “slave wages,” while 
its directors earned vast fortunes.” Encouraged by leading Fine Gael 
politician James Dillon, Les Modes Modernes hats were boycotted by 
consumers and wholesalers, which placed the owners in a precarious 
financial position and challenged Fianna Fail’s investment in the fac- 
tory as a flagship of its industrial policies.”! To assure the public that 
this new hat industry was working in the best interests of the nation, 
Sean Lemass presented the factories as Irish in the making. To control 
the way Irish society encountered these factories, Lemass promoted 
a process of Irishization, which used legislation, brand development, 
as well as a developing narrative of an Irish modernity that served an 
Irish Ireland to promote the hat industry as serving an Irish industrial 
landscape. 

To ensure that ownership was in Irish hands, these factories were 
subjected to the Control of Manufactures Acts of 1932 and 1934. This 
legislation determined that the majority of shareholders of new indus- 
tries were Irish citizens, and, in addition, the majority of the board, 
excluding the managing director, had to hold Irish citizenship.” This 
legislation was a cornerstone of Fianna Fail’s pursuit of economic 
nationalism. By individualizing who was Irish in the industrial life of 
Ireland, the concept of “foreigner” was narrowed from an overseas 
corporation to a single person. Every individual on a board of direc- 
tors was now accountable: Was he Irish or not? As McGilligan had 
shown, naming as a construction of an Irish national identity exerted 
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a powerful influence in Irish society. Knowing who was Irish was par- 
ticularly important in a period of change, and it was no surprise that 
new legislation to monitor name changing was introduced in 1936.” 

These acts also ensured that greater preference shares were given 
to Irish directors who had invested relatively small financial assets in 
these companies. Mary Daly has argued that many foreign investors 
manipulated the share issues to circumvent the acts with help from 
prominent lawyers. For these Jewish industrialists, however, who were 
dependent on the government for employment permits, adherence 
to the acts was important. The prospect of safe settlement in Ireland 
involved an exchange in which these once successful industrialists in 
their native countries accepted a reduced role in new business partner- 
ships. They had reduced voting rights regarding decisions within the 
business, and the Irish directors became the public faces representing 
the factories in any official capacity, whether summoned to meet a 
bishop or welcoming Eamon de Valera to the factory.”* 

To assuage residual fears about rising numbers of Jews entering 
Ireland, these businessmen were presented as European industrialists 
with considerable manufacturing and design skills. Ireland’s industrial 
drive would be served by Austrian expertise in production methods 
and Parisian designs of dernier cri hats to fashion Irish heads.” While 
a passing mention was made of the “political troubles” that compelled 
these industrialists to leave their native lands, the larger narrative 
emphasized their industrial experience.” Presented as brokers of an 
industrial modernity, each industrialist offered expertise that was key 
to the larger project of nation building. Lemass recognized the value 
of an industrial modernity in terms of its use to the nation and for- 
mulated an industrial narrative that was modern in function but sub- 
stantially Irish in its substance. Hugh Campbell describes this twin 
imperative of Irish modernity in terms of “essentialism” and “epochal- 
ism.” Ireland desired to be a formative modern nation as well as repre- 
sentative of a “national spirit.””’ 

New factories with foreign investment became fully Irish through 
the skills of Irish workers and the siting of these factories within the 
rural idyll of green pastures. A modern Irish industrial landscape was 
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introduced to the Irish public through a language of design and prog- 
ress. In the case of Les Modes Modernes, Galway, Irish workers would 
benefit: 


The building, which was erected by Messrs J Stewart and Sons, 
Lower Salthill, Galway, at a cost of £11,000 is of the latest mod- 
ern factory design, comprised of fourteen compartments, and with 
a total inside measurement of 140 feet by 80 feet. The roof is of 
the northlight truss type, ensuring perfect daylight lighting. The 
offices are to the front of the building and have a total measurement 
of 80 feet by 25 feet. There is also a large display room to the front. 
The heating of the factory and offices is on the modern unit system. 
These units can be reversed in summer and utilised as coolers.” 


State-of-the-art factories, like Les Modes Modernes’, served Irish 
workers engaged in a national endeavor to deliver a self-sufficient 
industrial nation. Western Hats, Castlebar, was acclaimed as the “most 
modern hat factory in the world” in its use of new construction tech- 
niques of reinforced concrete rather than steel girders, which allowed 
for broader internal spaces for production lines and a greater propor- 
tion of exterior walls to be devoted to exterior windows.”? However, 
as the Irish Press reminded its readers, it was equally important that 
these “well-lit healthy offices” enabled “members of staff to look out 
on the busy scene of earth being upturned . . . to produce food for the 
nation.”® Ireland’s rural landscape tamed the functional purpose of an 
industrial Ireland and protected its workers from the potential evils 
of an industrial modernity.*! As Lemass remarked at the opening of a 
new factory in Nenagh, workers looking out on green fields avoided 
“the evils of slumdom, and the evil of the drab and uneventful lives 
that characterized industrial countries.”* 

An industrial language also introduced the public to new industrial 
processes. Press reporters walked their readers through each hat fac- 
tory, explaining hat manufacturing and how newly skilled Irish work- 
ers were more than capable of mastering processes to produce Irish 
products of a very high quality.*’ Yet within this encounter, these Jew- 
ish businessmen and workers became obscured in an Irish industrial 
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discourse that focused on their presence as performing a functional 
role. Press photographs always positioned them standing by machin- 
ery or holding the latest manufactured product. Just as they facilitated 
the construction of modern factories, these foreigners were present to 
transfer manufacturing skills and expertise to Irish workers.** Irish 
workers, guided by foreign experts, were capable of handling the most 
advanced machinery and technological processes, and in doing so the 
workers became the manufacturers of these hats. 

As these products entered the Irish marketplace, it was essential 
that Irish women bought them. Brand development was used to per- 
suade consumers that Les Modes Modernes hats, made by Irish hands 
yet guided by Parisian experts, would keep women abreast of world 
style trends.® Parisian chic now infused Irish-made products. Foreign 
experts, brought over by Lemass, served Irish women as brokers of 
fashion and modernity, and in return Irish women were expected to 
serve the nation through their purchase of these hats. A form of citi- 
zen consumerism permeated the narrative of Irish protectionism, and 
wearing Irish-made hats became a national duty to keep Irish citizens 
employed. Consumer pressure and a heightened discourse about 
employment also framed Irish society’s perception of these factories. 


Conclusion 


The arrival of a new hat industry to Ireland with Jewish refugee 
workers offers a prism through which to explore how Fianna Fail’s 
pursuit of economic nationalism shaped Irish society in unexpected 
and contested ways. As the rise of nationalism(s) and ideologies across 
Europe embraced forms of othering and scapegoating to make sense 
of a politically and economically unstable world, so too did Irish voices 
during the 1930s. Fianna Fail’s policy of protectionism was layered 
with complexities, and Jews became a fault line in a contested dis- 
course of national identity and change. For Jewish refugees in search 
of settlement, employment permits were issued to those individuals 
who could offer some manufacturing skills that were of use to the 
nation. Protectionist policies as a means of import substitution deter- 
mined their fate. 


Rethinking Irish Protectionism | 123 


An urgency to present these factories and their products as Irish 
suppressed any engagement with the lives of these workers as refugees 
whose families were scattered across the globe or still trying to leave 
an increasingly dangerous Europe. It was almost impossible to help 
family members gain visas for Ireland unless they offered particular 
skills that were useful. The government showed little benevolence 
toward these workers or industrialists who invested considerable capi- 
tal investment in the Irish economy. Yet the presence of these factories 
with Jewish refugee workers helped skill a new generation of workers 
in hat and ribbon making and created employment opportunities for 
more than six hundred Irish workers in provincial Ireland. 
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Irish, Jewish, or Both 


Hybrid Identities of David Marcus, 
Stanley Price, and Myself 


GEORGE BORNSTEIN 


An early episode satirizing antisemitism in James Joyce’s monumen- 
tal novel Ulysses pops up at the end of episode 2 (Nestor), when Ste- 
phen Dedalus collects his pay from the ironically money-counting 
West Briton headmaster Mr. Deasy. Deasy calls Stephen back to hear 
a short anti-Jewish joke. “‘Ireland, they say, has the honour of being 
the only country which never persecuted the jews. Do you know that? 
No. And do you know why?” he asks. “Because she never let them in,’ 
Mr. Deasy said solemnly,” as he coughs up a phlegm ball.’ Both the 
joke itself and its unattractive delivery by a coin-obsessed foreigner 
testify to Joyce’s (and perhaps Stephen’s) disapproval. But Ireland had 
let them in, of course. The earliest mention comes from the Annals 
of Inisfallen, dated 1079, which records, “Five Jews came over the sea 
with gifts for Tairdelbach, King of Munster, and they were sent back 
again.”? There was a Jewish mayor of Youghal in the sixteenth cen- 
tury, and after Cromwell allowed the Jews back into the British Isles 
in 1650 a few, mostly Sephardic, found Ireland as well. The population 
continued to grow in the eighteenth century, and one, Baron Lionel 
Rothschild, finally took his place in Parliament in the nineteenth. Per- 
secution of the Jews in the Russian Empire swelled the ranks of emi- 
grant Jews considerably, with fifty-three hundred living in northern 
and southern Ireland by World War II. Still, the concept of an Irish 
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Jew sounds odd to most ears, and author and editor David Marcus, 
himself one, could label his 1990 collection of short stories Who Ever 
Heard of an Irish Jew? 

Along the way and into the present, Jewish Irish numbers gyrated 
up and down, depending among other things on the ability to find a 
Jewish marriage partner among so few choices and a resultant number 
of mixed or hybrid matchings. Hybridity seems the obvious term for 
such intermingling, as Leopold Bloom’s biography illustrates: he iden- 
tifies as Jewish but is technically not one by lacking a Jewish mother, 
does not keep kosher, and so on. Culture works that way, too. “From 
the very beginning we must call into question any notions of pure 
traditions or pristine heritages, or any civilization or culture having 
a monopoly on virtue or insight,” writes African American cultural 
theorist Cornel West in a formulation that applies to the vexed past of 
Ireland as well as of America. “Ambiguous legacies, hybrid cultures. 
By hybrid, of course, we mean cross-cultural fertilizations. Every cul- 
ture that we know of is a result of the weaving of antecedent cultures.” 
Or as jazz trumpeter Louis Armstrong more pithily put it in dismiss- 
ing race consciousness in jazz musicians: “These people who make 
the restrictions, they don’t know nothing about music. It’s no crime 
for cats of any color to get together and blow. Race-conscious jazz 
musicians? Nobody could be who really knew their horns and loved 
the music.”* 

Issues of hybridity and mixing play out in two Irish Jewish auto- 
biographies, David Marcus’s punningly titled Oughtobiography (2001) 
and Stanley Price’s Somewhere to Hang My Hat (2002). Both grew up 
in Ireland, but whereas Marcus lived abroad in England for thirteen 
years before returning to Ireland to follow up on his influential edit- 
ing of Irish Writing, Price in contrast left the country for good for 
England and then America. Price confesses that “though I was never 
to live there again, my Irish background was to run through my life 
like a thin green line” (142). The subtitles of both autobiographies 
stress their hybridities: Marcus calls his Leaves from the Diary of a 
Hyphenated Jew, while Price settles on simply An Irish-Fewish Journey. 
Both suggest what the Anglo-Irish sometimes called “the agony of the 
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hyphen,” an identity split between two contrasting cultures. Stanley 
Price is a distant cousin of mine, sharing the last name of my mother 
(Celia Price) and her birth family, and we share a common ancestor in 
the improbably named Charles Beresford Price, his grandfather and 
my great uncle, who is said to have become so seasick on the journey 
from the Baltic that when the boat stopped to refuel in Cork Harbor, 
he got off and decided to immigrate then and there, a story in itself. 
Partly for that reason, I conclude with my own observations drawn 
from visiting Ireland for more than forty years of great change. 
Marcus’s subtitle indicates his main drift by tagging himself as 
a “hyphenated Jew.” As he explains on the last page of the prologue, 
“That inner me was formed by two things—music, and the ongoing 
trauma of having to juggle a hyphenated heritage of being both Irish 
and Jewish” (xiv). On the one side lay the duties of Orthodox Juda- 
ism, with its 613 mitzvoth, or commandments, and on the other the 
multiple obligations of an Irish citizen in a militantly Catholic state. 
There was minimal overt antisemitism, though on one occasion at his 
Presentation Brothers school Marcus found himself cast as Shylock in 
The Merchant of Venice. His delivery of Shylock’s famous speech “I am a 
Jew. . . . If you prick us do we not bleed?” met with a round of applause 
from the boys, but he was transferred to a different role the next day 
lest the casting be criticized as antisemitic. Then there was not the 
compulsory Hebrew of Orthodox Judaism but the compulsory Irish 
of the Republic in those years. As journalist Medb Ruane wrote later 
in the Irish Times, “My generation was administered Irish the way we 
were administered cod liver oil” (quoted in Marcus, 6-10, 30). 
Marcus made his mark as an editor, of course, first of Irish Writ- 
ing and then, after the English sojourn, of New Irish Writing. With 
the help of coeditor Terence Smith and mentor Sean O’Faolain, Irish 
Writing devoted itself largely to Irish short stories. Starting at a young 
age, Marcus recruited both famous and emerging authors. He gives an 
especially hilarious account of his visit to Drishane House to recruit 
the aging Edith Somerville for the cause. Unused to such lofty sur- 
roundings, Marcus moves from intimidation to near panic. As an 
Orthodox Jew, he had never eaten nonkosher meat, yet sapped by the 
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ordeal of keeping up a literary conversation with Somerville’s nephew, 
the distinguished medievalist Sir Neville Coghill, Marcus decided “to 
swallow the meat along with one of the fundamental taboos of my 
upbringing” (53). His home had also been nonalcoholic, yet he accepts 
a tumbler of Paddy whiskey that almost knocks him out. The hulk- 
ing Coghill (Marcus calls him Karloffian) was, of course, the distin- 
guished and witty translator of Chaucer’s medieval text into modern 
English, including his version of the end of “The Miller’s Tale”: “And 
Nicholas is branded on the bum; / And God bring all of us to King- 
dom Come.” Fortunately for Marcus, Somerville did agree to con- 
tribute to the fledgling journal. The comic aspect of hovering between 
two cultures, Jewish and Irish, takes on a more sinister side after the 
comedy at Drishane House. On the return train, an unknown woman 
suddenly sits down in his carriage and breaks into a lament for the 
Irish Republican Army (IRA) prisoners interned in the Curragh 
before launching an antisemitic rant. “It was the Jews, them Satan 
divils. They’re behind everything in the country,” she exclaims. “Hor- 
rible, ugly creatures with black, oily hair and hooky noses and cruel, 
devilish eyes. That’s how you'd recognize them. Oh Pd know a Jew 
anywhere! . . . They can’t fool me.” “Well, here’s one who has fooled 
you,” exclaims Marcus. “You see, I’m a Jew” (76-77). Ruminating fur- 
ther on the IRA members behind bars, he reveals that his mother had 
been driven out of Limerick by the pogrom of 1904 and later become 
a member of Cumann na mBan, the women’s wing of the IRA. 
Between the original Irish Writing and its successor, Marcus 
became one of the most influential Irish editors of his time, known 
particularly for introducing new writers. The former Irish Writing 
boasted Patrick Kavanagh, Conor Cruise O’Brien, Edith Somerville, 
and Padraic Colum among its essayists, with Benedict Kiely, Frank 
O’Connor, Sean O’Faolain, and Liam O’Flaherty among native writ- 
ers and especially Jean-Paul Sartre and William Saroyan among dis- 
tinguished foreigners. The latter offered work by Hugh Leonard, Con 
Houlihan, Samuel Beckett, and novelist Ita Daly, whom Marcus later 
married. The long-term marriage to Daly matched the hybridity fea- 
tured in Leopold Bloom’s marriage to the Gentile Molly in that Daly 
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herself was not Jewish. At the same time, Marcus made his first and 
perhaps least successful effort at a novel, To Next Year in Jerusalem, a 
phrase from the Passover Haggadah recited by Jews every year. As 
he wrote of his own Irish Jewish story just accepted by New American 
Writing for what seemed the then prodigious sum of $315 (then over 
£100), “I was flabbered and I was gasted” (108). Despite the jump in 
confidence that prompted him to submit the novel in the first place, 
he continued to have doubts even after publication. Set in the West 
of Ireland, the novel told the story of a doomed romance between an 
Irish Jew and a young Catholic woman. Nervous about comparison 
with the then hard-to-come-by Ulysses in Ireland, Marcus defended 
himself by arguing that “mine was the first Irish-Jewish novel by a 
real Irish-Jewish writer, with a real Irish-Jewish main character which 
Bloom, being born of a non-Jewish mother, was strictly not” (107). 

As Marcus comes to realize during his thirteen years in London, 
“The comparative rarity of an Irish-Jewish heritage was the quiddity 
on which my identity was founded” (139). Chronicling adventures like 
that one with the Dickensian-named Jewish Sabbath Day Observance 
Employment Bureau, where his Jewish identity was doubted, and the 
Guildhall Insurance Company, where his boss reveals himself as a 
closet Jew, he encounters Ingrid, a German-born woman astonished 
that as a Jew, he accepts her (154-59). After his return to Ireland, Marcus 
began work on his historical novel A Land Not Theirs, which explores 
the Jewish community in Cork during the War of Independence, torn 
between the struggles for freedom in Palestine and in Ireland.” Sur- 
prised by the offer of £15,000 for it, he noted that readers were mostly 
complimentary, though ironically the reviews in British Jewish organs 
were the most critical. He saw it as the chronicle of “people—the Brit- 
ish, the Irish, and the Jews, a unique ménage à trois on a site which the 
Irish owned, the British held, and where the Jews . . . found sanctuary” 
(219). The remark unknowingly (or perhaps knowingly) echoed a once 
widespread American adage on New York and Chicago: “The Negroes 
built it, the Jews own it, and the Irish run it,” among other variants. 

Toward the end of his memoir, Marcus mentions his meeting with 
William Saroyan, whom he calls “the first hyphenated American I had 
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ever met” (240). Saroyan was an Armenian American whose first short 
story collection, The Daring Young Man on the Flying Trapeze (1934), led 
off with his story “Seventy Thousand Assyrians.” Once a great people, 
the Assyrians then numbered only seventy thousand, with the Arme- 
nians after the genocide numbering fewer than a million themselves. 
“You understand it, Saroyan said. ‘You felt it, as the Assyrians felt it, 
as I felt it, and as you, a Jew, would have felt it’” (238). That remark 
pointed Marcus toward awareness of interethnic hybridity, for which 
he invokes the old joke about the Irish priest traveling in America 
who in a small town comes across a store with a sign reading “Cohen 
and O” Toole.” He enters and encounters an old man with a beard and 
wearing a yarmulke. “Tve just come in to tell you, said the priest, 
‘how wonderful it is that your people and mine have become such 
good friends—even partners. That’s a surprise.’ The old man sighs, 


(242). 


999 


‘Tve got a bigger surprise for you. Pm O” Toole 


The autobiography of novelist and screenwriter Stanley Price also 
revolves around hybridity. Like Marcus, Price’s grandparents hailed 
from Lithuania. As he writes of his father, “As an Irishman and a Jew, 
he had lived in a double diaspora” (8), as had his father’s father, the 
comically named Charles Beresford Price, Beresford being the name 
of an English family of large landowners who settled in Ireland and 
that served as an incongruous middle moniker for the Lithuanian ref- 
ugee. Again, his grandson identifies a double heritage, “comic Irish, 
tragic Jewish” (19). The grandson observes that both the Irish and 
the Jews had each suffered a large diaspora and that a letter in the 
Cork Examiner from 1884 observed further of the new refugees that 
“these haggard, emaciated, tattered-clothed, Jewish immigrants look 
not unlike our own impoverished people after the Famine” (31). On 
the other hand, a somewhat later piece from Dublin in the London 
Jewish Chronicle contended, “The Jews understand the Irish little; the 
Irish understand the Jews less. Each seems a peculiar race in the eyes 
of the other; and in a word, the position of Jews in Ireland is peculiarly 
peculiar. . . . Nowhere else is the term ‘Jewman’ known, here we hear 
nothing else” (34). One place where that term could be heard was in 
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John Synge’s masterpiece, Playboy of the Western World, in whose third 
act Pegeen Mike fantasizes about “a Jew-man, with ten kegs of gold.”* 

As mentioned, Price was the name of my mother’s family, and 
Stanley is my distant cousin. In the book he tells a story of Charles 
Beresford Price’s immigration to Ireland that also prevailed in my own 
family, even though the two sides of the ocean had never had con- 
tact with each other. The only difference was that my family ascribed 
the exchange to a customs official, while Somewhere to Hang My Hat 
ascribed it to a gunman during the Troubles. Here is that version: 
“At one point, when stopped at a barricade and challenged, ‘Are you 
a Protestant or a Catholic?’ ‘A Jew,’ he had replied. ‘Are you a Protes- 
tant Jew or a Catholic Jew?’ his questioners persisted. When he again 
replied, ‘A Jew,’ one sentry is said to have shouted to the other: ‘Let 
him pass—no religion!” (67). But Charles Beresford Price did have 
a religion, and his records persist in Dublin’s Irish Jewish Museum, 
dedicated in 1985 by Chaim Herzog, then president of Israel. Differ- 
ing views of that religion were prevalent at the time and later in Ire- 
land, as in the debate between two prominent leaders, Michael Davitt 
and Arthur Griffith, both of whom Price quotes. Davitt, leader of the 
Land League, vented passionately in Leopold Bloom’s newspaper, the 
Freeman’s fournal: “There is not an atom of truth in the horrible alle- 
gations of ritual murder against this persecuted race. . . . I protest, as 
an Irishman and a Christian, against this spirit of barbarous malignity 
being introduced into Ireland. . . . Like our own race, the Jews have 
endured persecutions” (59). In contrast, Griffith, who sided against 
Dreyfus, among others, concluded a vitriolic passage by blaming Jews 
with the sarcastic image of “Jewish auctioneers to sell us up in the end 
for the benefit of all our other Jewish benefactors” (60). 

Price found similar bifurcation in English culture when he moved 
to England at the age of twelve. “As a devout Jew, my parents wished 
me to become an English gentleman, or at least an Anglo-Irish-Jewish 
gentleman,” he recalled (135). But in London, as in America at the 
time, day schools maintained firm quotas against Jews, usually around 
ro percent. That created an immediate sense of difference among 
Jewish boys, sometimes approaching alienation and a sense of never 
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being able to fit in properly. It often led to alienation from parents as 
well. Price explains, “In wanting the best of both worlds for their chil- 
dren, British and Jewish, it never occurred to them that there might 
be any conflict involved for their children” (132). As the horrors of 
the concentrations camps became known, a sense of separation only 
increased. Price found himself “trying to cope with the change from 
Ireland to England, from being an Irish Jew to being an English Jew,” 
the more so as, “despite the Holocaust, anti-Semitism was still alive in 
Britain” (146). 

In opposition to the tensions, counterexamples of harmony did 
beckon. One was embodied in Robbie Briscoe, a hero of the Irish 
Revolution who became the first (of only two) Jewish lord mayor of 
Dublin and an international example of goodwill toward Jews. Vladi- 
mir (Ze’ev) Jabotinksy, militant Zionist and founder of the Haganah’s 
more activist cousin, the Irgun organization, wrote to Eamon de Val- 
era for instruction on how the Irish had fought a successful guerrilla 
war against the English in Ireland, a success that he hoped to replicate 
in British-controlled Palestine. De Valera turned him over to Bris- 
coe, the highest-ranking Hebrew in the IRA, and the two became fast 
friends. Jabotinsky stayed in Ireland for a month and later wrote in his 
autobiography that he returned home to “form a physical force move- 
ment in Palestine on exactly the same lines as Fianna Eireann and the 
I.R.A.” Briscoe remained popular abroad, not always so militantly. 
When he arrived in Boston, with its hordes of Irish émigrés, Mayor 
John Hynes introduced him to a vast crowd with words that began 
like a standard joke before turning back on itself: “Once there was an 
Irishman and a Jew—and here he is, Robert Briscoe!” (192). Yet despite 
such inspiration, Price ended up with “the divided self that haunts all 
expatriates and exiles.” He did finally win a place to hang his hat after 
all, even if it meant having two passports (237). 

Many aspects of Marcus’s and Price’s autobiographies turned up 
in my own life in America. Immediately after transfer to a new private 
day school came awareness of difference and etiolation of links to par- 
ents. Until the age of eleven, I had grown up in a neighborhood of St. 
Louis that was heavily Jewish, as were most of my schoolmates. But 
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that situation changed in the year before I finished elementary school. 
The principal called in me and my parents to say that I should take the 
entrance exam for what was then the best school in the city and sub- 
urbs, St. Louis Country Day. I was about to learn the lesson that the 
writer Calvin Trillin did when growing up across the state in Kansas 
City. “The real Jews were in New York,” he thought. “New York was 
also where the real baseball players were—the Kansas City Blues were 
a farm club of the New York Yankees. . .. We were farm-club Jews.”!° 

Country Day changed my world, including my relation to Juda- 
ism and to my family. At the age of twelve I encountered scions of the 
St. Louis elite and indeed of the whole country. My schoolmates now 
included heirs of the May Company department stores, Budweiser 
brewery, and McDonell aircraft, among others. Most of the parents, 
too, had attended elite colleges, though mine had no college and, 
indeed, had not even graduated from high school, during the Depres- 
sion having gone to work instead. The antisemitism was mostly under 
the table and of a social nature, showing itself in the exclusion of Jew- 
ish boys from some social events and the occasional flare-up, as when 
in the role of bus monitor my junior year I stopped a rambunctious 
large boy from harassing a smaller one. “I’m not going to have a Jew 
meddling in my business,” snarled the offender. Unable to think of 
another course of action, I slugged him. We were both brought to the 
headmaster’s office, and to his credit Headmaster Harper excused me 
back to class but kept the offender to read him the riot act. I remem- 
bered the incident the next day when we were singing the Doxology 
hymn in morning chapel: 


‘Thank God from whom all blessings flow, 
Thank him all creatures here below 
‘Thank Him above ye heavenly Host 
Praise Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. 


The Jewish boys, as usual, kept silent or hummed instead of singing 
those words. 

The school was small in those days, with only forty-three students— 
all boys—in my senior class. Despite unmentioned social restrictions, 
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there were no academic ones, and Jewish boys were among the top stu- 
dents. Three of us were among the six who went to Harvard, one of 
them a lifelong friend, and a similar number went to Yale and Princeton. 
By then, such colleges had become mostly meritocracies, with social 
restrictions receding (except for the “final clubs” at Harvard and “eating 
clubs” at Princeton). Yet as the number of otherwise-qualified Jewish 
students rose after the turn of the twentieth century, so did limits on 
their numbers. It was true of Harvard as well as the others, and while 
there I lived in Lowell House, named for former president A. Lawrence 
Lowell, who led the fight for restrictions on admission to both college 
and country, serving as vice president of the Immigration Restriction 
League as well as president of Harvard. 

The only tenured Jew in literature that we knew about at Harvard 
was Harry Levin, the eminent scholar of Shakespeare and others, and 
the pickings were even skimpier at Princeton, where, following Chau- 
cer’s admonition in The Merchant’s Tale that “sundry scoles maken 
sotile clerkis,” I moved for graduate school." There the only tenured 
Jew in English was the Anglophile eighteenth-century scholar Louis 
Landa, from Tyler, Texas, whose ethnic background was revealed to 
us by a graduate student from the same town. Within the then Anglo- 
centric curriculum I gravitated toward a thesis on Ireland’s greatest 
poet, W. B. Yeats, partly because of the beauty of his poetry but also 
because as an Irishman, he was the closest thing to a fellow outsider 
available to me as a choice. My uncertain status revealed itself in an 
end-of-the-year mandatory conference with a graduate adviser, who 
asked whether I was in the right field and elaborated that “English 
literature is basically a Christian literature, and as a Jewish boy you 
will never understand it fully.” So much for the educational value of 
literature; after fifty years, I still remember his bigotry. I ended up 
writing a dissertation on Yeats and Shelley, outcasts from the canon in 
different ways, Yeats for being Irish and Shelley for being a romantic 
when romantics were out of fashion in the academy. 

I learned more about Yeats and Ireland during frequent trips start- 
ing in the late 1970s. Ireland then was a poor, almost Third World 
country, with the Celtic Tiger still nearly two decades in the future. 
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Outside of Dublin, roads were narrow and winding (though still 
charming), thatched-roofed cottages were frequent, and the food dis- 
appointed but the singing did not. Nor did the friendliness toward 
Americans; with forty million people of Irish descent in America, 
nearly everyone in the home country had relatives or friends living 
there. Widespread ambivalence and even disapproval of Yeats sur- 
prised us, though. Many Irish then saw him as more Anglo than Irish 
and distrusted his English affinities and sometimes snobbery; a taxi 
driver delivered a diatribe even as he brought us to the Abbey Theatre, 
which he regarded as its opponents in Sean O’Casey’s autobiography 
had fifty years before.” 

Fortunately, none of it affected the Yeats children, Anne and 
Michael, themselves Anglo-Irish. They each went on to distinguished 
careers, Michael as a barrister and politician, Anne as an artist and 
stage designer for the Abbey. They both inherited, too, manuscripts 
and artworks of their father and their uncle Jack Yeats. Of these works, 
they served as exemplary guardians, regarding their inheritance as 
material belonging to the nation and in their temporary custody. 
Before their impressive donations to the National Library of Ireland, 
the archives were housed mostly in their homes in the Dublin suburb 
of Dalkey, the literary ones mostly but not exclusively with Michael 
and the artistic ones mostly but again not solely with Anne. Unlike 
consulting the materials now in the National Library and its wonder- 
ful manuscript reading room with layers of security, studying them 
in the houses of Anne and Michael created an aura of intimacy and 
a sense of connection to the past. I remember one occasion when 
Michael perhaps mischievously asked if I would like to see the piece 
of carved lapis lazuli that inspired his father’s famous poem. Falsely 
imagining it to be a small medallion-size object, I was startled when 
he placed the foot-high, heavy object in my hands. I almost dropped 
it as headlines like “American Oaf Shatters Precious Yeats Heirloom” 
ran through my head. Fortunately, I didn’t. With Anne, I remember 
my wife watching the royal wedding of Charles and Diana on televi- 
sion in her house while I toiled on her father’s manuscripts. By the end, 
they were good friends, and Anne exclaimed that despite her mockery 
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of the occasion, “I do like a bit of pomp.” Both Anne and Michael 
embraced their hybrid heritage. 

So, too, did Yeats’s designated biographer, eminent historian 
F. S. L. Lyons, who died in the midst of his work, passing the project 
on to his student R. F. Foster, a now celebrated professor of history at 
Oxford. Along the way, Lyons produced a superb little book, Culture 
and Anarchy in Ireland, 1890-1939, that traced the clash of four cultures 
in Ireland—native Irish, English, Anglo-Irish, and Scots Protestant 
in Ulster. Unusually for the time (1979) but not surprisingly given 
the author, W. B. Yeats plays a central role. But one thing that the 
astute Lyons did not perceive was the future rise of the Celtic Tiger, 
which, in transforming the economy with the help of low taxes, native 
talent, and European Union funding, changed everything, includ- 
ing improved roads, a booming economy (for a while at least), vastly 
improved food, more mobility, and of all things an influx of foreign 
workers. Ireland for a time became a net importer of jobs, much of it 
from eastern Europe as well as Africa and even Asia." 

Something else that neither Lyons nor others foresaw was the 
collapse of authority of the Roman Catholic Church in national life. 
Enshrined in the constitution, the church played an outsize role in 
de Valera’s Ireland and after. When my wife and I began coming to 
Ireland, the influence and power of the church were everywhere and 
especially noticeable to me as a Jewish American visitor. That atmo- 
sphere changed suddenly under the combined impact of the sexual 
abuse scandals, in which young women were forcibly incarcerated on 
often dubious moral grounds and made to work in church-sponsored 
laundries without pay and pension, often for lifelong terms. The last 
one closed only in 1996. The church sexual abuse scandal completed 
the rout, with prosecutions intensifying in the 1990s amid revelations 
that hundreds of priests had abused thousands of boys and young men 
and some girls and women over the years. On a visit to Ireland in 2014, 
my wife and I noticed the absence of clergy in habits on the streets 
compared to their near-ubiquitous presence thirty years before. 

Through those upheavals, the few-thousand-strong Irish Jewish 
community soldiered on, gradually declining as members moved to 
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England or the United States and then rising again under opportuni- 
ties of the Celtic Tiger boom and later bust. Attitudes toward Irish 
Jewish connections on both sides of the Atlantic changed, too. When 
I began to mine the connection, there was little interest except for 
studies of Irish emigration to America. Even the study of Yeats blos- 
somed first in the United States. When I asked a group of distin- 
guished American historians about the connection of Jews and Irish, 
they told me that there was none. They knew nothing of the Jewish 
Robbie Briscoe’s role in the Irish independence movement or his influ- 
ence on Ze’ev Jabotinsky’s thinking, of de Valera’s planting a tree in 
an Israeli forest, or of the chief rabbi of Ireland emigrating to the 
Promised Land. All of it changed around the turn of the century. Der- 
mot Keogh’s groundbreaking Jews in Twentieth-Century Ireland (1998) 
was followed by titles such as Stephen Watt’s new “Something Dreadful 
and Grand”: American Literature and the Irish-fewish Unconscious (2015), 
my own Colors of Zion: Blacks, Jews, and Irish, 1840-1940 (2011), and 
Abby Bender’s Israelites in Erin: Exodus, Revolution, and the Irish Revival 
(2015). All looked hard at connections of different kinds. National and 
international conferences began to feature connections, too, as with 
panels at the 2016 American Conference on Irish Studies meeting at 
Notre Dame. This book itself testifies to the growing trend and seeks 
to extend it. 
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The Irish Victory Fund 
and the United Jewish Appeal 
as Nation-Building Projects 


DAN LAINER-VOS 


In 1919, during the high time of the Irish struggle for independence, 
the popular weekly Gaelic American implored its readers to donate 
money to the Irish Victory Fund: “[The Easter Rising martyrs] .. . 
gave their lives for Ireland’s freedom. . . . Will we raise the amount 
[$40,000] for democracy, for human happiness, for unfettered knowl- 
edge, for lofty civilization, for the life of Ireland?”! Thirty years later, 
the United Jewish Appeal (UJA) used a somewhat similar tone to 
appeal to its donors: “On the day that the State of Israel introduced 
its full-scale austerity program so that its citizens could absorb more 
immigration, the United Jewish Appeal was $24,652,000 behind in 
its cash collections. . . . The Jews in Israel are giving a model of self- 
denial... . At the very least, it would remove any vestige of belief on 
the part of American Jews that too much is being asked of them.” 
Sacrifice and self-denial in the homeland justify demands for giv- 
ing from fellow Irish Americans and Jewish Americans, respectively. 
An exchange of blood and money connects multitudes of people 
that face radically different life circumstances in bonds of obligation 
and solidarity. 

These statements in the Gaelic American and UJA literature are 
anything but unusual. Yet despite the centrality of gift giving and 
reciprocity to the national rhetoric and the self-understanding of 
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members, scholars have generally refrained from linking gift giving 
and nation building. Instead, scholars typically treat acts of giving and 
sacrifice as a testimony for the existence of the nation and an illustra- 
tion of its potency. That subjects are willing to selflessly give seems to 
attest to the existence of a surpassing entity, that is, the nation. It is not 
necessarily wrong to treat giving to the nation as a sign of preexisting 
sentiments. It is only sensible to assume that people give to things they 
care about. Nevertheless, such treatment is misleading in that it treats 
the nation as an established fact or a thing.’ Such misplaced concrete- 
ness prevents us from appreciating the role of gift giving in the process 
of nation building. 

In order to understand how gift giving is implicated in the process 
of nation building, this chapter comparatively examines the forma- 
tion of transatlantic gift-giving networks that connected Irish Ameri- 
cans and Jewish Americans to the national struggles across the ocean 
in the 1910s and 1940s, respectively. Instead of assuming that Irish 
Americans and Jewish Americans bear natural affinity to the Irish and 
Jews across the ocean, I explore the organizational practices that fund- 
raising organizations developed in order to secure the flow of financial 
resources to these respective national movements and look on how 
these practices informed the kind of membership that diaspora sub- 
jects experience. 

Targue the fund-raising mechanisms that connected Irish and Jew- 
ish Americans to their counterparts in Ireland and Palestine, respec- 
tively, were not merely instrumental tools for maximizing resources 
but a mechanism that produced a sense of national belonging among 
these groups. Furthermore, close examination of these practices sug- 
gests that the type of belonging these fund-raising drives carved 
for Irish Americans and Jewish Americans was distinctly unequal. 
Benedict Anderson famously argued that the nation is imagined as 
a horizontal community.’ Examination of the practices used to sum- 
mon members of diaspora communities, however, suggests a radically 
different imagination of the nation. Instead of a homogeneous social 
space (even only in one’s idealized imagination), the nation is con- 
ceived from the get-go as a stratified entity with some groups, who 
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allegedly sacrifice more, in the core of the nation and other groups in 
the periphery. A moral economy of sacrifice and giving stratifies and 
gives meanings to membership in the nation. 

Comparing the Irish and Zionist homeland-diaspora encounters 
is particularly interesting, not owing to their similarity. Indeed, the 
Irish and Jewish homeland-diaspora relations differ in many respects. 
Many Irish Americans were born and raised in Ireland.’ Most Jew- 
ish Americans, in contrast, had no personal links to Palestine. The 
settlement experiences of the two communities were different, too. 
Both communities suffered from negative stereotyping and discrimi- 
nation on arrival, but in comparison with the Irish, Jewish migrants 
climbed the socioeconomic ladder faster and by the period examined 
here (1940s) most occupied middle- or upper-class positions.° The reli- 
gious difference between the communities is obvious. Perhaps more 
important, the level of institutionalization of the communities was 
very different. While the Friends of Irish Freedom, the largest Irish 
American organization of the period, had permanent staff, outside of 
New York it relied exclusively on haphazardly recruited volunteers. By 
contrast, the UJA relied on its own field-workers and on profession- 
ally staffed Jewish Federations all around the country. Finally, during 
and after World War I, activists who engaged in diaspora activities in 
the United States, especially activities directed against Britain, risked 
being accused of divided loyalties. In contrast, during and after World 
War II, the attitude toward diasporic activities, especially by Jews, was 
more permissive. 

While these differences were without doubt consequential, the 
Irish and Jewish national movements faced a similar predicament in 
their relationships with their compatriots. In both cases, the diaspora 
organizations had to reach large, diverse, dispersed, and largely unor- 
ganized potential donors and persuade them to give their hard-earned 
money in support of a faraway struggle, with no expectations of return. 
This similarity provides a basis for an exploration aimed at identifying 
the sociotechnical mechanisms that are involved in funding the nation 
in specific diasporic contexts.’ 
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Gifting the Nation 


Gift giving creates and reinforces social ties and obligations.’ In Mar- 
cel Mauss’s famous formulation, the practice of gift giving in “archaic” 
societies consisted of three obligations: the obligation to give, the 
obligation to receive, and the obligation to reciprocate a gift. The rou- 
tine exchange of gifts and countergifts generates solidarity. Gift giv- 
ing in archaic societies was also strongly associated with identity and 
social standing. Failure to give, receive, or reciprocate at the appropri- 
ate time and place and in the appropriate manner dishonors a per- 
son. Successful accomplishment of the gift-giving ritual, in contrast, 
bestows honor. Marshall Sahlins further shows how this dynamic of 
giving sometimes creates distinct inequalities and political domina- 
tion, wherein one party gains unequal political status by outdoing all 
others in generosity.” 

Like gift giving, nation building is a process that generates endur- 
ing solidarities between members who were previously only loosely 
associated. Nevertheless, scholars have generally refrained from study- 
ing gift giving as a mechanism of nation building. This avoidance, I 
suspect, is related to the modernity and scale of nation building. Un- 
like the tribal societies that Mauss studied, modern nations assemble 
vast numbers of individuals. The normative regulation that animates 
Mauss’s model cannot work in the same way within the nation. In- 
deed, many scholars of gift giving argue that in modern societies, gift 
giving becomes largely an interpersonal matter and loses its larger 
societal role.'° 

Nevertheless, examining the connection between gift giving and 
nation building may be fruitful. The key reason lies in the way mem- 
bers of the nation themselves make sense of this membership category. 
Unlike gender or race, which are typically understood (if wrongly) as 
an ascribed category, members often understand their relations to the 
nation in active terms, as membership enacted and earned through 
active participation. This participation is very often conceived in 
terms of giving. Julie Peteet and Nira Yuval-Davis show how women, 
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and the general public, sometimes see childbearing and mothering as 
a gift for the nation. Military service is also often conceived of as a gift 
to the nation that commands gratitude from a multitude of others. In 
a diaspora context, giving to the nation often takes a monetary form. 
Nina Bandelj, for instance, shows how actors interpret the decision 
to invest or not to invest in particular firms as giving to the nation." 
The rights and obligations associated with membership in the nation 
are often understood as relationships of giving and receiving. These 
themes play a central role in the national rhetoric but are also impor- 
tant in the self-understanding of members. 

Given the centrality of gift giving to national rhetoric and the self- 
understanding of members, it may be useful to treat Mauss’s model not 
as a predictive hypothesis but as a sensitizing tool and to examine how 
nation builders tinker with gift giving in order to mobilize various 
groups for the national struggle. The focus of such an investigation 
should not be on just the motivations of actors but on the organiza- 
tional challenge of giving to the nation.” The problems identified ear- 
lier—the absence of reciprocity, the lack of normative regulation, and 
the limited scope of modern gift giving—should not steer research 
away from these practices but rather orient us toward the challenges 
that nation builders confront when they use gift-giving practices. 

Iddo ‘Tavory’s concept of “summoning” provides a useful concept 
for understanding the relationship between gift giving and nation 
building. Tavory examines the production of Orthodox Jewish identi- 
fication in Los Angeles. Instead of assuming that the Orthodox Jewish 
community has clear boundaries, Tavory notes that the boundaries 
of this community are extraordinarily porous and examines the prac- 
tices that draw subjects into membership in the community. The term 
summoning corresponds with Louis Althusser’s concept of interpel- 
lation.” Interpellation describes the process through which ideology 
constitutes the subject by asking it to actively engage with certain pre- 
scriptions. Interpellation clarifies that rather than being imposed from 
the outside, subjects actively participate in their ideological shaping 
by responding to ideological demands. In the same vein, summoning 
comes to describe the interaction between the actors’ self-projects and 
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the situations they find themselves in and in which they are expected 
to act in certain ways. In the following pages, we will see how national 
ideological demands for selfless giving are taken up, first by nation 
builders who organize fund-raising events and then by donors who by 
responding to the request for monetary donations insert themselves 
into a nationally coded social interaction and come to understand 
themselves as members of the nation. 


Fund-Raising and the Making of the Irish 
and Jewish Diasporas 


This chapter explores the Irish and Zionist movements’ attempts to 
secure funds in the United States for their respective national strug- 
gles. To study how practices of gift giving are implicated in nation 
building, this chapter takes on a processual organizational approach. 
Rather than assuming that subjects are always already members of the 
nation, I focus on the difficulties associated with giving to the nation 
and analyze the practical solutions nation builders develop in order to 
streamline the relationships of giving to the nation. 

The diasporic setting provides a strategic research site for such 
an investigation." Unlike giving within nation-states, which is often 
conflated with the legal demands of a given nation-state, giving to 
the nation in diasporic settings is entirely voluntary. The ambivalent 
stance of communities—the fact that regardless of proclaimed affili- 
ation, members of diaspora communities choose to live away from 
the homeland—accentuates this challenge. Studying how nation 
builders wrestle with these challenges thus provides an outstand- 
ing opportunity to understand giving to the nation, under extreme 
circumstances. 

The chronological starting points of this investigation are the 
Easter Rising of 1916, in the Irish case, and 1939 and the beginning of 
the Holocaust, in the Jewish case. These two events mark the begin- 
ning of a period of intense mobilization, which provides an excellent 
opportunity to examine the innovations developed to enroll diaspora 
communities in the national struggle. I focus specifically on the activ- 
ities of the Friends of Irish Freedom (FOIF) and its fund-raising arm, 
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the Irish Victory Fund (IVF) and the United Jewish Appeal, the most 
significant Irish and Jewish fund-raising organizations of the period. 


The Irish Victory Fund 


The Irish struggle for independence gathered steam during the 1910s, 
beginning with the fight against conscription to the British army dur- 
ing World War I and on with the Easter Rising and the Sinn Féin 
victory in the 1918 election. In the United States, the Clan na Gael 
nationalist fraternity and its public front, the FOIF, also emerged as 
a dominant force. Between 1917 and early 1919, membership in the 
FOIF rose from fewer than a thousand to more than thirty thousand 
members and 204 active branches. The number of Irish Americans 
affiliated with the FOIF through other Irish societies was much larger.” 

The FOIF leaders launched the IVF during a large convention in 
March 1919, hoping to raise $2 million for the Irish struggle. During 
the convention, delegates from various cities pledged to raise more 
than $1.5 million. In the following months, Diarmuid Lynch, a vet- 
eran of the Easter Rising who fled to the United States and became the 
secretary of the FOIF, labored to turn these pledges into cash. 

To set the tone for the campaign, the FOIF printed millions of 
leaflets and essays, highlighting the symbiotic nature of Irish and 
American patriotism and the duty to support Ireland’s independence. A 
special poster featured a drawing of the Sixty-Ninth Regiment, a pre- 
dominantly Irish American unit that fought fiercely during World War 
I. The poster listed dates of key battles in American history in which 
Irish Americans took part. These dates served as a reminder for the 
poster’s key message: “America! Remember what you owe to Ireland.” 

Another key theme in the IVF campaign was the link between 
past and present sacrifices. A special leaflet distributed in Philadel- 
phia, for instance, asserted: “[The Easter Rising] martyrs have passed 
upward to take their place beside that of dauntless champions of 
freedom—immortal on earth as they are in heaven. They gave their 
lives for Ireland’s freedom. . . . Will we [Philadelphia Irish] raise this 
amount [$40,000] for democracy, for human happiness . . . for the life 
of Ireland?”!* The leaflet summoned readers into a chain of giving, 
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beginning with the martyrs’ ultimate sacrifice, still awaiting a coun- 
tergift from the readers. 

Given the federated structure of the FOIF, the [VF campaign 
followed different trajectories, depending on local circumstances. In 
Philadelphia and Buffalo, IV F committees worked in close cooperation 
with clergy, which allowed activists to easily reach otherwise unaffili- 
ated donors. Furthermore, the clergy provided each of the campaign 
activists with an identification card that bore the signature of the local 
campaign chairman and a priest. Certifying the collectors helped 
recruit volunteers and increased public confidence.” In New York 
City, the campaign advanced through close cooperation with various 
Irish Patriotic and Benevolent Associations (P&B Associations).”° In 
addition to soliciting donations from members, the Mayo Men’s P&B 
Association committed the proceeds of its annual Sunday Picnic to the 
IVF.” In other instances, fund-raising took a carnivalesque and even 
coercive tone, as when Irish firemen in Boston blocked a bridge and 
collected “donations” from passerby during a St. Patrick’s Day parade. 

Collecting the money was half the challenge. Lynch and his asso- 
ciates in the FOIF also had to make sure that the funds collected in 
various locales were actually remitted to the FOIF headquarters in 
New York. Part of the problem had to do with dishonest organizers 
who might keep some or all of the money for themselves. In other 
instances, however, the problem was too much enthusiasm on the part 
of local activists. Lynch complained, “Devoted workers in the cause, 
seeing the pressing need for Irish propaganda—are eager to apply a 
portion of the Fund to good work in their communities. But no army 
can win by letting the various regiments fight the enemy immediately 
in front of them without regard to the situation on the battle-front 
as a whole. . . . So it is essential that all collections be made with the 
sole purpose of increasing the resources in the hands of the National 
Council of the Friends of Irish Freedom.”” To fight fraud and prevent 
leakage of funds, the IVF instructed local activists to create special 
finance committees manned by prominent community members.” 
Lynch also urged IVF committees to print special pledge cards, issue 
receipts to contributors, and identify collectors with special badges. 
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During late 1919, Lynch and his colleagues’ efforts began to bear 
fruit, and the FOIF headquarters received a steady flow of money 
from Irish communities around the country. By August Lynch re- 
ported that the IVF collected more than $1 million. The IVF’s suc- 
cess allowed the FOIF to expand its activities. Early in 1919, the FOIF 
took over the Irish National Bureau in Washington and used it to 
press the Irish cause on Capitol Hill. Later, it also sent a committee of 
Irish American dignitaries called the American Commission on Irish 
Independence to Paris, with the hope of taking part in the post-World 
War I Peace Conference. The FOIF also sent money to Ireland to help 
finance an Irish delegation to the Paris Peace Conference. While only 
modest in size and loosely organized, the IVF collection thus helped 
catapult the Irish struggle beyond its immediate locale. 


The United Jewish Appeal 


American Jews have been raising funds on behalf of overseas Jews for 
decades. Prior to World War II, however, these efforts were typically 
split between organizations with different ideological leanings and 
concerns. The American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee (JDC), 
created during World War I, provided aid to Jewish refugees primarily 
in Europe but also in the Middle East and North Africa. The United 
Palestine Appeal (UPA) was controlled by the World Zionist Organi- 
zation and funneled money to Palestine. The National Refugee Ser- 
vice, on the other hand, focused on helping Jewish refugees in the 
United States rebuild their lives. In late 1938, hoping to surpass past 
collections, the three organizations joined forces and launched the 
United Jewish Appeal.” 

In order to approach donors in different locales, the UJA recruited 
a team of field-workers, but the bulk of the effort was entrusted with 
hundreds of Jewish Federations and Welfare Funds around the coun- 
try.”° Well established within their communities, the federations kept 
part of the collection to fund local needs and sent the rest to the UJA, 
which distributed the funds among its constituent organizations.” 
Struggles between local federations and the UJA, and between the 
JDC and the UPA, over the appropriate distribution of the collections 
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were integral to the operation of the UJA.” In the early 1940s, given 
the catastrophe that unfolded in Europe, the JDC appropriated most 
of the money. After the war, the UPA became the major recipient.’? 

One of the UJA’s key challenges was persuading federation leaders 
to accept challenging campaign quotas. Local activists used the pre- 
vious year’s campaign to calculate how much they would raise in the 
coming year, but Henry Montor, the executive director of the UJA, 
wanted to collect more contributions. This difficulty is related to the 
unreciprocated nature of donations. In gift exchange, actors use the 
previous gift as a guide for determining the size of the countergift, but 
donors to the UJA campaign received no prior gifts. In order to set a 
challenging standard of giving, Montor commissioned detailed studies 
of the needs of Jewish communities worldwide.’ Perhaps more impor- 
tant, the UJA created a database of Jewish Americans that contained 
detailed information regarding the size of different Jewish commu- 
nities and their socioeconomic composition. This community-level 
information allowed field representatives to compare one community 
with other similarly composed, but better-performing, communities 
around the country. By sparking community-level generosity compe- 
tition, Montor and his associates persuaded local leaders to commit to 
yearly quotas that were previously considered unrealistic.*! 

To motivate individual donors, the UJA organized stratified gen- 
erosity competitions at the individual level. Rather than addressing 
the community as a whole, the UJA created special events for different 
groups. Big donors were invited to special gala events where the key 
method was “card calling.” At the right moment, after dinner and a 
few speeches, the campaign chairman would take the podium and call 
out names from specially prepared cards along with their donations in 
the previous year. Upon hearing their names, donors would stand up 
and announce their donations for the coming year. To encourage large 
donations, the organizers contacted a few donors ahead of time and 
secured their donations for the coming year. The startling generosity 
of the first givers forced others to follow suit.” By carefully engineer- 
ing the pitch, the UJA increased the visibility of giving and ignited 
intense generosity competition among donors. 
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In large communities, intermediate donors were approached 
through small parlor meetings that were assembled along professional 
lines. The UJA’s 1950 campaign in Boston, for instance, included more 
than one hundred luncheons and dinners, including special dinners 
for donors in the poultry industry, men’s wear, women’s underwear, 
and more.” These divisions created socially meaningful groups, where 
generosity competitions among peers were especially intense. 

‘To approach small donors, the vast majority of the population, the 
UJA organized door-to-door canvassing campaigns. Montor noted 
that the sums collected in these campaigns were almost offset by the 
costs of collection, but it helped set the tone for the entire community 
and created a sense of shared responsibility.** 

In the early 1940s, the calamity in Europe dominated the UJA’s 
campaign. Trying to avoid despair, the UJA designed an emotionally 
charged message that addressed donors as potential lifesavers. A typi- 
cal ad highlighted the effectiveness of giving and the responsibilities 
of American Jews: 


It costs six cents a day to feed a Jewish child in Poland. If six cents 
means the preservation of a life, that is surely little enough, but it’s 
six cents for one meal, for one day, for one child. The days of want 
go on and the ranks of the hungry multiply. . . . Think of it, your 
contribution can keep scores, and, perhaps hundreds of children 
alive until this nightmare of cruelty is brought to an end. We have 
the responsibility, we have the power of life and death over these 
tragedy-ridden human beings.” 


‘Toward the end of the 1940s, the campaigns focused on Palestine. 
These campaigns continued to emphasize the responsibility of Ameri- 
can Jews, but they did so by comparing the sacrifices demanded from 
different Jews. A leaflet of the 1948 campaign of Greater New York, 
for example, asked readers: “How much does he give?” The inside of 
the leaflet explained: 


“He” is an Israeli, any Israeli. Chances are he earns between $100 
and $125 a month for himself and his family to live on. 
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t He pays the highest taxes in the world, twice as much as we do. 

t He gives his savings, wedding rings, prize possessions to raise 
extra funds for defense and housing... . 

t He risks his life daily, working in the fields under enemy gun- 
sights or guarding a lonely settlement at night. 

t He can’t give much, but he gives big!‘ 


Instead of arguing “We are one,” the UJA campaign in fact highlighted 
the differences between the life conditions of American Jews and the 
experiences of an abstract “Israeli,” highlighting the exceptional sacri- 
fices that Israeli Jews embrace. 

Translating pledges into cash presented another challenge. To 
increase generosity, the UJA agreed to accept donations in install- 
ments, but doing so complicated collections. For this purpose, local 
committees were instructed to create pledge-collection committees 
that would remind donors, first in a letter and then, if necessary, by 
a personal visit. Furthermore, in the 1942 season, Montor insisted 
that donors who failed to pay their previous year’s donation in full 
would not be allowed to make a new pledge. The implementation of 
this strategy and its success varied, but in some instances the com- 
bination of prompt reminders and a threat of exclusion from future 
events reduced the shrinkage rate—that is, the difference between the 
pledged amount and the actual sum collected—to merely 1.5 percent.*” 

As in the Irish case, making sure that donations actually were sent 
to the UJA headquarters was a particularly delicate challenge. Every 
year Montor and his colleagues had to negotiate with multiple local fed- 
erations and haggle over the precise sums that would be kept for local 
needs. Montor insisted that the money was donated, by and large, to 
support Jews across the ocean. Local leaders were also concerned with 
the needs of their local communities. In some cases, local communities 
insisted on keeping reserve funds for unanticipated needs or to com- 
pensate for unredeemed pledges or unanticipated campaign expenses. 
To struggle against this division, Montor instructed field-workers to 
carefully inspect the campaign books and to stay in the community 
until the campaign funds were deposited in the UJA coffers.** 
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The UJA’s strenuous efforts bore fruit. During the 1940s, Jewish 
philanthropy grew from a modest and largely decentralized project into 
a central preoccupation of American Jewry. Alongside an increase in 
the number of Jewish households that donated, the UJA saw a tenfold 
increase in its collections (see diagram). In 1939 the UJA collections 
totaled a little more than $14.5 million. In 1948 the UJA collections 
exceeded $146 million. This dramatic increase allowed the UJA to 
provide substantial assistance to hundreds of thousands of Jewish refu- 
gees in Europe and later to take a leading role in the absorption of 
immigrants from all over the world in Israel. 


Irish and Jewish Diaspora Fund-Raising 


Placing the Irish and Jewish fund-raising campaigns side by side pro- 
vides a striking illustration of the differences between the two projects 
but also highlights important similarities. In important respects, the 
two projects were of entirely different scale. The Irish American com- 
munity, while displaying enthusiastic commitment, relied on loosely 
coordinated societies that operated almost entirely on a voluntary 
basis. As a result, the IVF was to a large extent a campaign created ad 
hoc in different localities. The problem was not that the Irish Ameri- 
can community lacked an organizational basis. Irish Catholic parishes 
and the Irish Patriotic and Benevolent Associations served as the back- 
bones of the community. However, many of these organizations did 
not support Irish nationalism and remained only partially involved 
with the IVF. In contrast, Jewish communities around the country, 
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even prior to the establishment of the UJA, created a highly profes- 
sionalized system of Jewish Federations and Welfare Funds. These 
federations, and the UJA, were not necessarily Zionist, but they were 
primarily concerned with general Jewish humanitarian issues. Nev- 
ertheless, the existence of this communal bureaucratic infrastructure 
provided the UJA with a convenient base for summoning local com- 
munities into engagement with Jewish supralocal projects. 

The difference between the Irish and Jewish organizational 
infrastructure was particularly important owing to the nonrecipro- 
cal nature of diaspora gift giving. In gift exchange, of the Maussian 
model or the modern interpersonal variant, the size of gifts is linked to 
the previous gift, as practitioners try to maintain a balance and match 
the previous gift when they reciprocate. In the absence of reciprocity, 
however, the Irish and Jewish organizers had to find a way to set the 
standards for appropriate giving. Knowledge of the pool of potential 
givers is crucially important for this task. It allows organizers to not 
only pick challenging pacemakers but also stratify givers so that the 
pacemakers will be considered relevant. The differences between the 
cases here are dramatic. Lynch and his associates in the FOIF regu- 
larly claimed to be speaking on behalf of “Irish America,” but in prac- 
tice they had only a general understanding of where Irish Americans 
lived, their attitudes, how much they earned, and how much money 
they could potentially spare for Ireland. The UJA, in contrast, was 
able to use existing information and its field-workers to create a data- 
base that contained detailed demographic portraits of different com- 
munities and, perhaps even more important, lists of important donors 
and their past donations. This information allowed the UJA to tailor 
its campaigns to different subgroups in the community and to provide 
each subgroup with a challenging gift-giving standard. 

Mauss describes how gift giving is related to social status. In this 
framework, the giving of a gift creates a debt. Failing to reciprocate 
dishonors the original recipient. Proper reciprocation, in contrast, 
honors givers. Sahlins shows how this dynamic sometimes generates 
generosity competitions. In the cases of the IVF and the UJA, how- 
ever, gifts were unidirectional almost by definition. Thus, in order to 


154 | Migrations 


create an obligation to give without the promise of reciprocity, the 
IVF and the UJA sought to ignite status competition among givers. 
Instead of trying to secure a countergift from recipients or humiliate 
recipients into submission, the leaders of the IVF and the UJA used 
the immediate context of fund-raising to encourage giving. Lynch, 
for instance, regularly listed in the Gaelic American the names of big 
donors, activists, and successful organizers. The trick was to try to 
dramatically increase the visibility of giving so as to encourage giv- 
ing. Montor and his colleagues also publicized big gifts so as to honor 
givers, but by stratifying fund-raising events by gift size, the UJA 
was able to intensify competition by ensuring that donors competed 
against similarly endowed donors and that the honors associated with 
giving resonated with the relevant social circles. 

The differences between the Irish and Jewish fund-raising cam- 
paigns manifested themselves in the amounts raised. In 1919 the [VF 
raised a total of $1,005,080. In comparison, in 1946 alone the UJA 
raised more than $100 million. Even controlling for class differences 
and inflation, these differences are dramatic. Focusing on monetary 
value alone, however, is a mistake. Aside from being an instrumental 
venue for transferring resources, the IVF and the UJA served as a 
key way through which Irish Americans and Jewish Americans related 
to their compatriots across the ocean.” It is therefore important to 
understand how the IVF and UJA shaped Irish American and Jewish 
American belonging, respectively. In other words, it is important to 
understand how these fund-raising projects summoned Irish Ameri- 
cans and Jewish Americans into their respective nations. 

Both the IVF and the UJA campaigns took place in the context 
of dramatic historical events. It is tempting, therefore, to suggest that 
these projects were simply responses to events across the ocean—the 
anti-British rebellion in Ireland and the Holocaust and later the estab- 
lishment of the State of Israel. This presumption is undoubtedly true. 
However, such a perspective radically overlooks the roles of the [VF 
and the UJA in shaping the meaning of these events and in offer- 
ing a model response to them. The Irish rebellion and the Holocaust 
were conveyed to Irish Americans and Jewish Americans through 
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newspaper reports and other media, but it was largely the IVF and 
the UJA that turned these events into a call for specific kind of action. 

The Easter Rising could have been interpreted as a folly, a quix- 
otic fantasy, or a dangerous expression of separatism in the midst of a 
decisive war. Indeed, the Easter Rising was presented this way in most 
mainstream newspapers in the United States. It was the FOIF and the 
IVF, to no little extent, that construed it as a gallant national rebel- 
lion that was in line with American ideals. Furthermore, Irish Ameri- 
cans in general supported the Irish Republicans, but even then many 
organizations believed that the proper Irish American response was 
trying to influence American public opinion and advocacy in Wash- 
ington, not necessarily funding the fight in Ireland. Similarly, the 
initial Jewish American response to the terrifying news from Europe 
was despair. It was largely the UJA efforts that turned the news into 
a call for monetary action, which was the dominant Jewish American 
response (other than enlisting to the US Army, of course).*° More than 
merely responding to historical events, the IVF and to an even greater 
extent the UJA shaped the meaning of the Irish rebellion and the 
Holocaust to their respective audiences and curated their responses 
to these events. 

More to the point, the [VF and the UJA provided crucial institu- 
tional scaffolding that allowed Irish Americans and Jewish Americans 
to engage in meaningful action and to visualize their belonging in 
supralocal terms. Irish Americans were surely familiar with the term, 
but during the first decades of the twentieth century much of their 
everyday life was organized around different membership categories. 
At work and during much of their leisure time, they were something 
else altogether—workers, parents, parishioners, and so on. Even their 
seemingly “Irish” engagements were often organized on a subnational 
basis. P&B Associations and the playing of Gaelic games were orga- 
nized on the basis of county of origin, and the animosities between 
different counties were sometime pronounced." Similarly, Jewish 
American everyday life was largely unmarked in terms of nationality, 
and even their religious and communal everyday life was decidedly 
local, organized around local synagogues or other local organizations. 
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Through the IVF and UJA events, the nation as a relevant social cat- 
egory—one that commands affiliation and sacrifice—came to life. In 
and through fund-raising events, the Irish or Jewish nation became 
something for and in which Irish Americans and Jewish Americans 
took responsibility and pride. In other words, the IVF and the UJA 
summoned members of these respective diaspora communities into 
meaningful membership in the nation. 

A closer look at how the IVF and UJA addressed their donors 
makes my argument about summoning clearer. “What will you give 
to the work of Easter week? Will the Hibernians of Philadelphia con- 
tribute $40,000 to make the dream of Easter week come true?” the 
Gaelic American challenged.” Similarly, the UJA’s publicity manual of 
1940 explicitly coached speakers to present the campaign as a “test” 
for the community. To the extent that these challenges were meaning- 
ful, giving to the IVF and the UJA served as proof—to oneself and for 
others—of membership in the nation. Rogers Brubaker suggests that 
we think of ethnicity and nationalism not as a thing but as a mode of 
cognition—as ways of interpreting events and making sense of one’s 
position in the world. Viewed from this perspective, the IVF and 
the UJA brought Irish Americans and Jewish Americans into tangible 
engagement with the nation—one that they and others could see— 
and thus provided the framework for making sense of their position 
in the nation. 

It is also vitally important that we examine the specific kind of 
membership that the IVF’s and UJA’s summonings produced. First, 
the IVF and the UJA summoned Irish Americans and Jewish Ameri- 
cans as members of diaspora communities. To spark generous giving, 
the UJA and IVF (to a lesser extent) organized generosity competi- 
tions among givers. While the IVF and the UJA referred to Irish and 
Jews across the ocean, the relationships with these compatriots were 
almost entirely “imagined,” in the sense that participation in fund- 
raising events required no actual encounter with those compatriots. 
One only needed to conjure their sufferings in one’s imagination.** At 
the same time, the structure and dynamics of fund-raising made the 
immediate American diaspora community superpresent and relevant. 
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It was other Irish Americans and other Jewish Americans who partici- 
pated in intercommunal and individual generosity competitions. Para- 
doxically, therefore, the absence of reciprocity left the recipients of 
these drives out of the picture. In this sense, the [VF and UJA drives 
served as mechanisms of “diaspora building” perhaps even more than 
nation building.* 

In another important respect, however, the recipients of the IVF 
and UJA drives were never out of the picture. Both campaigns repeat- 
edly compared the sacrifices demanded from Irish and Jewish Ameri- 
cans with the sufferings willingly embraced by or imposed on their 
compatriots across the ocean. The IVF, for instance, wrote, “In Easter 
Week (1916) a handful of heroes threw their precious lives onto the 


scale of Irish freedom. . . . Then the heart of the race beat high, the 
ancient spirit was seen to be unbroken, the blood of the people still 
a blood of warriors. . . . [W]hat would you give to the work of Easter 


week?” The use of scale in this ad is telling, because the IVF literally 
urged readers to measure their sacrifice against the losses of the Easter 
Rising martyrs. The UJA used similar comparisons to motivate giving: 


[In the United States] . . . nobody shoots at us. There is no barbed 
wire coiled and glinting in our streets. We sleep without the abrupt 
staccato of a Sten gun shattering the night’s stillness. Our busses are 
not armored, and we can travel from Newark to Philly or from Frisco 
to L.A. without death lurking behind every tree. Five, six thousand 
miles away from the bullets in Jerusalem . . . from the lonely boy 
with his rifle under the pale moon. . . . Yes, but we are together. . . . 
The whole building, fighting, frontline Yishuv is counting on us. 
Sure, we carry newspapers to work instead of grenades. Sure we 
never feel the sickening thud of a bullet. But we’ve got a frontline, 
and we cannot desert it or go AWOL for a minute for it’s the one and 
the only way we can fight and build side by side with them.” 


While the life circumstances of the two exemplary Jews in this ad are 

radically different, a thread of giving links them tenuously together. 
To an extent, stressing the difference in the sacrifices demanded 

from compatriots across the ocean was just a clever means to extract 


158 | Migrations 


additional funds. However, the gap between these two ways of giv- 
ing can never be closed. Money can be accumulated and then given 
away without radically affecting the giver. Life, in contrast, is radically 
inalienable. No matter how much money one gives, this type of sacri- 
fice will forever pale in comparison to the contribution of the national 
martyr or even the potential martyr (that lonely boy with the rifle). 
Thus, the IVF and the UJA summoned Irish Americans and Jewish 
Americans into a complex relationship with their respective compatri- 
ots. While the IVF and UJA summoned Irish and Jewish Americans 
to the nation and helped render membership in the nation relevant and 
meaningful, the membership positions they carved were unequal and 
attenuated. 

Discussions on nation building, in diasporic contexts and else- 
where, typically highlight the unifying credo of national ideologies. 
Benedict Anderson famously argued that “regardless of the actual 
inequality and exploitation that may prevail in each, the nation is 
always conceived as a deep, horizontal comradeship. Ultimately it is this 
fraternity that makes it possible, over the past two centuries, for so 
many millions of people, not so much to kill, as willingly to die for 
such limited imaginings.”** But the IVF and UJA campaign did not 
ask potential donors to imagine their membership as a horizontal 
comradeship of equals and did not blur the differences between vari- 
ous members of the nation. Rather, summoning Irish Americans and 
Jewish Americans into the nation rested on a concomitant drawing 
and blurring of boundaries within the nation. 

In the ads above, the IVF and the UJA drew sharp distinctions 
between members in the nation in the homeland, who sacrificed or 
showed willingness to sacrifice blood, and members in the diaspora, 
who were merely required to part with their money, and in the very 
same paragraph folded those differences and emphasized shared 
obligations. 

The imbalance between the two ways of giving for the nation cre- 
ates a moral debt that, on the one hand, aids the instrumental task of 
fund-raising and, on the other, generates two unequal memberships 
in the nation. Whereas Anderson and many others acknowledge the 
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existence of objective inequalities, they were fascinated by the alleged 
absence of such inequalities in the realm of idealized imagination of 
the member. In the quote above, Anderson further argues that the 
egalitarian nature of the national imagination is the inspiration for 
the incredible sacrifices that the nation successfully commands. But 
the cases examined here suggest that the nation in the first place is 
not really imagined as an egalitarian space, not even in the ideal sense. 
Rather, it is imagined as an onion-like entity, where different groups 
are positioned closer or further from an imaginary core on the basis 
of the sacrifices they endure or are willing to endure. A delicate bal- 
ance between being alike and being different and less of a member was 
essential for the operation of the IVF and the UJA and for the nation- 
building processes they ushered. 

The double movement I describe above, of concomitantly marking 
and blurring the differences between different groups, is not reserved 
for diasporic settings. At roughly the same time that the IVF and 
UJA campaigns unfolded in the United States, the Irish and Zion- 
ist national movements launched ambitious fund-raising campaigns in 
Ireland and Palestine. Uri Ben-Eliezer, for instance, describes how the 
Israeli Jewish public was induced to donate money for the purchase 
of arms in the early 1950s. To promote generosity, the organizers of 
Keren Hamagen (literally “Defender Fund”) published the military’s 
shopping list in the newspapers, complete with the price of each item. 
Lydia Benlulu, a mother of ten, decided to give back the gift of the 
hundred pounds she received earlier as a childbearing prize (1995). In 
Ireland, in 1919, the republican provisional government sold bonds in 
order to fund the struggle for independence. To inspire giving, the 
Irish republicans produced a short silent film in which national dig- 
nitaries, mostly mothers and widows of Easter Rising martyrs, lined 
up to purchase the bonds. As a desk, Michael Collins, then the min- 
ister of defense of the Dáil Eireann, employed the wooden block used 
to behead Robert Emmet, another republican martyr. The renowned 
bishop of Killaloe Michael Fogarty in a letter urged viewers to “give 
proof of the faith that is in us, we must not . . . fall behind our great 


American friends, it will be a shame to do so.”*” 
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While the contexts of these two national campaigns are radically 
different from the circumstances in the United States during the IVF 
and UJA drives, the rhetoric and underlying mechanism of summa- 
tion are strikingly similar. In both cases, the great past or future sacri- 
fice of a certain group (martyrs or potential martyrs) serves to prompt 
others to do their share. A stratified economy of gift and sacrifice, not 
identical but similar to the one ushered by the IVF and the UJA across 
the ocean, plays a role in the emerging national struggle. 


IO 


The Discourses of Irish Jewish Studies 


Bernard Shaw, Max Nordau, 
and Evocations of the Cosmopolitan 


STEPHEN WATT 


In the spring of 1895, George Bernard Shaw was enjoying a holiday 
at Beachy Head, near Eastbourne, gazing at the water from what are 
advertised as Britain’s “highest chalk cliffs” and attempting to ride a 
bicycle for the first time in his life (or so he claimed). These leisurely 
pursuits were interrupted by a letter from Benjamin Tucker, editor of 
the American magazine Liberty, asking that he review Dr. Max Nor- 
dau’s book Degeneration (1892), which by that time had been translated 
from the German and garnered a large readership in both Britain and 
the United States. Tucker sweetened his request by asking the novice 
cyclist to undertake a minor investigative chore: “I invite you, Shaw, 
to ascertain the highest price that has ever been paid to any man, even 
to Gladstone, for a magazine article; and I will pay you that price for 
a review of Degeneration”! Declaring this proof of “really great edit- 
ing” on Tucker’s part—and providing evidence for Declan Kiberd’s 
assertion that Shaw “wrote mainly for money and earned lots”*—Shaw 
agreed, eventually damning the book as “manifest nonsense” in his 
letter-review “A Degenerate’s View of Nordau,” published in Liberty 
later that July. As a result, Shaw proclaimed, the Degeneration “boom” 
was now totally “exhausted,” and Nordau would “never be heard from 
again,” save for the fact that Shaw’s review was reprinted in a later 
pamphlet series, requiring revision, a new title, and a preface (MCE 
161 
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286). At least in this regard, Nordau and his screed against fin de siécle 
culture were “heard from again” in “The Sanity of Art,” as Shaw’s 
essay was retitled in 1908, and again in 1930 for the collected edition 
of his writing that included the lacerating subtitle “An Exposure of the 
Current Nonsense about Artists Being Degenerate.” 

Shaw’s prediction of Nordau’s imminent obscurity was hardly 
accurate, as over the next two decades he continued to write and speak 
publicly, especially on Zionism, famously advocating for a “Muscular 
Judaism” at the Second Zionist Congress in 1898 in part to counter- 
act antisemitic denigrations of Jewish men as physically inferior.’ Yet 
there are issues larger than Shavian hyperbole and masculinity to con- 
sider in both Nordaw’s attack on fin de siècle culture and Shaw’s evis- 
ceration of it. Some, in fact, surface in the preface to “The Sanity of 
Art” and pertain directly to one project central to Irish Jewish studies, 
namely, the study of cultural constructions within which ethnic iden- 
tity is formed and, in some cases, the terms by which identities might 
be juxtaposed or serve as substitutions for or as twins of the other 
to perform specific cultural work. In particular, I want to scrutinize 
Shaw’s use of the term cosmopolitan both in introducing “The Sanity 
of Art” and in developing its critique of Degeneration, for both cosmo- 
politan and a larger sense of cosmopolitanism, terms that have gained 
theoretical traction recently in Irish studies and advanced discussions 
of Irish modernism in particular, look considerably different from the 
vantage point afforded by Irish Jewish studies. 

Such a critical unsettling is hardly a unique project but is cen- 
tral to the evolution of most critical and interpretive discourses, and 
such is the case with the multidisciplinary thrust of the emergent dis- 
cursive category called Irish Jewish studies. As Paul Bové reminds 
us when briefly looking back at the interpretive primacy of the so- 
called American New Criticism of the 1940s—1960s, “discourse” 
then functioned to “organize an entire field of knowledge,” eventu- 
ally becoming widely institutionalized and then naturalized to the 
point that, for a time, its effects were “not noticed” and its operations 
so removed from critical view that they remained unchallenged.* A 
certain irony inheres in this trajectory, as discourse as construed by 
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poststructuralist thought is a material practice that aims to examine 
and trace critically the histories that interpretive monoliths like the 
New Criticism tend to obscure once their dominance in the academy 
has been firmly established. The various interests of contributors to 
this volume confirm the multidisciplinary bristle of a nascent Irish 
Jewish studies as exegeses of representations of Jews and Jewishness 
in nineteenth-century Irish literature are anthologized alongside 
essays that examine refugee factories in the protectionist Ireland of 
the 1930s, antisemitic representations of Jews in the Irish press and 
elsewhere, Jewish Dublin and the rise of Zionism, and myriad other 
historical, literary, and economic topics. Irish Jewish studies, if such 
a project can be said to exist at all, does so through the cumulative 
intellectual work of historians, literary critics, performance theorists, 
sociologists, demographers, and scholars from a wide range of dis- 
ciplines. As a result, Irish Jewish studies not only engages a diverse 
range of objects of study in Ireland and Northern Ireland—literary 
texts, dramatic performances, and other cultural artifacts; specific his- 
tories, immigration patterns, and much more—but is also attentive to 
matters of a more global nature: the diasporic communities of North 
America, Australia, and England, for example, and the always vexed 
imperatives new arrivals face to assimilate into new cultures, to retain 
some sense of an antecedent cultural identity, and to interact with 
each other. And, as in the specific juxtaposition of the Great Famine 
with the Holocaust, one of many recent and direct comparisons of the 
experiences of Irish and Jewish people,’ Irish Jewish studies may have 
nearly as much to say about European histories as it does about the 
histories of Ireland and Northern Ireland. At base, then, as its name 
suggests, Irish Jewish studies endorses the proposition that, for schol- 
ars committed to area and ethnic studies or to the study of nationhood 
and nation building, there is much to gain by working together and 
much to lose by locating intellectual work narrowly within institu- 
tional or disciplinary silos. 

The past decade has witnessed the potential of this commitment in 
such books as Michael Rothberg’s Multidirectional Memory: Remember- 
ing the Holocaust in the Age of Decolonization (2009), George Bornstein’s 
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The Colors of Zion: Blacks, Jews, and Irish from 1845 to 1945 (2011), M. 
Alison Kibler’s Censoring Racial Ridicule: Irish, Jewish, and African- 
American Struggles over Race and Representation, 1890-1930 (2015), and, 
I hope, by my own “Something Dreadful and Grand”: American Litera- 
ture and the Irish-fewish Unconscious (2015). However different these 
texts are, the last three in particular rely on premises foundational to 
most examples of Irish Jewish studies. One is a focus on representa- 
tional “interchangeabilty” or substitution—what performance studies 
scholar Joseph Roach has theorized as the process of surrogation’— 
where one ethnicity stands in for another in performing putatively 
“essential” ethnic, racial, or religious qualities. Moreover, Roach’s 
emphasis of the primacy of a “circum-Atlantic” world as opposed to a 
“transatlantic” one might be modified to benefit Irish Jewish studies. 
For Roach, the notion of a circum-Atlantic “insists on the centrality 
of the diasporic and genocidal histories of Africa and the Americas, 
North and South, in the culture of modernity.” Focused primarily on 
the Americas, he understandably elevates the Caribbean as the center 
of intercultural exchange and finds in performance the “memory of 
otherwise forgotten substitutions” that help define American moder- 
nity. Revising this perspective slightly, I have suggested that, inso- 
far as Irish Jewish studies are concerned, a circum—North Atlantic 
has existed with particular vitality from the mid-nineteenth century 
through the present in which a continuous circulation of peoples, cul- 
tural forms, and traditions contributed to both Irish and American 
modernity.’ And often these forms collided—or were more purpose- 
fully conflated—to communicate a message about two or more groups 
at the same time or in a single text or image. 

So, for example, in the “Cyclops” episode of James Joyce’s Ulysses, 
when a man sings “If the Man in the Moon Was a Jew, Jew, Jew,” 
Bornstein astutely hears echoes of the ragtime tune “If the Man in 
the Moon Were a Coon, Coon, Coon.” The cultural products of 
and allusions to multiethnic America resonate across Joyce’s Dublin, 
and with these references come the substitution of one ethnic group 
for another that underlies Bornstein’s reading. The same process of 
exchange is evident when an apelike Irish peasant perches opposite a 


The Discourses of Irish Jewish Studies | 165 


grinning black figure in a straw hat on the opposing trays of a scale 
in a cartoon from an 1876 issue of Harper’s Weekly with the caption 
“The Ignorant Vote—Honors Are Easy.” The thesis of the unflatter- 
ing caricature seems clear: because both are equally ignorant, their 
franchise could be similarly unfortunate to, even corrosive of, Ameri- 
can democracy. To be fair, such substitutions, albeit often exploited to 
advance invidious stereotypes of racial and ethnic otherness, at times 
performed positive cultural work as well: in nineteenth-century melo- 
drama, for instance, in which Irish and Jewish characters played roles 
as virtuous heroines or brave defenders of the helpless or imperiled. 
By midcentury, this practice had become so common on the London 
stage that it could be parodied, as Henry J. Byron did in Ivanhoe-An 
Extravaganza (1862). By the play’s sensational climax, Byron’s version 
of Walter Scott’s Rebecca, perhaps the most famous Jewish character 
of the century in British writing, is referred to as “Kathleen Kava- 
nagh, Eily O’Connor, whichever you like,” the former the heroine of 
Edmund Falconer’s popular and contemporary Peep o° Day (1862), the 
latter the heroine of Dion Boucicault’s influential Irish drama The Col- 
leen Bawn (1860).® 

In my relating these examples, I must admit to my repetition of a 
shortcoming of some Irish Jewish studies by ignoring Alison Kibler’s 
admonition that Irish, Jewish, and African American groups are rarely 
“monolithic or unified”; on the contrary, gender and class affiliation 
differentiate all of these communities.’ Much the same might be said, 
as Shaw’s allusion to Nordau as a “remarkable cosmopolitan Jew” in 
the preface of “The Sanity of Art” confirms, about uses of the adjec- 
tive cosmopolitan, which connotes an impossibly wide variety of char- 
acteristics, not all of them flattering or creditable. In the service of 
identifying discourses such as surrogation that might be useful to Irish 
Jewish studies, however, I believe Shaw’s description of Nordau as “one 
of those remarkable cosmopolitan Jews who go forth against modern 
civilization as David went against the Philistines” is worthy of our 
attention (284). Admittedly, the phrase remarkable cosmopolitan Jews 
might not seem, well, very remarkable, yet the terms cosmopolitan and 
Jew reappear in Shaw’s preface in ways that suggest how Irish Jewish 
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studies might engage theories of cosmopolitanism, which has already 
energized Irish studies for some time now, and assess how these theo- 
ries at times reveal an implicit or unintentional antisemitism. 


In the preface to “The Sanity of Art,” as I have mentioned, Shaw 
alludes to Nordau as both a Jew and a cosmopolitan. Early in the pref- 
ace, Shaw hypothesizes that readers shocked by Nordav’s denunciation 
of Dante Gabriel Rossetti, Richard Wagner, and Henrik Ibsen might 
have felt that they lacked the experience of a “sufficient variety of cul- 
ture to contradict the cosmopolitan doctor” (285), hinting at a com- 
mon connotation of cosmopolitan as signifying a sophistication wrought 
from extensive travel and the cultural opportunities it can afford. It 
is difficult mot to infer from Shaw’s invocation of the term, in other 
words, a profound sense of privilege; as Bruce Robbins reminds us, the 
first entry under cosmopolitan in the Oxford English Dictionary is John 
Stuart Mill’s linking of the term to capital: “‘Capital, Mill wrote in 
Both capital and 
cosmopolitanism, Robbins explains, know no boundaries,” ideas that 
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1848, ‘is becoming more and more cosmopolitan. 


are embedded today in such commonly heard, hackneyed expressions 
as globe-trotting and jet-setting. So, while Shaw’s characterization of 
Nordau as a David fighting an uphill battle against cultural Philis- 
tines seems if not heroic, at least complimentary, the figure of the well- 
traveled “cosmopolitan doctor” implies the opposite: privilege, money, 
and the power that accrue from both. But the matter is muddled even 
further by Shaw’s claims that he is both “familiar with all the arts, 
and as accustomed as any Jew with the revolutionary cosmopolitan 
climate” (MCE 285). Ironies abound here. Paramount among them are 
Shaw’s identification with Jewishness and the cosmopolitan and his 
almost visceral disgust with Nordau’s writerly success (his “cheapest of 
victories”); moreover, Shaw’s collapsing of revolutionary and cosmopoli- 
tan in his description of Nordau creates a kind of paradoxical turbidity 
that may, in the end, prove useful. 

To underscore the considerable irony of this last point, in Degen- 
eration Nordau advocates fiercely for tradition, convention, and ortho- 
doxy, hardly desiderata of an aesthetic or any other revolution and 
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certainly not qualities Nordau found in Richard Wagner, someone 
Shaw admired greatly. For Nordau, too much contemporary culture, 
like the term fin de siécle itself, reveals a “practical emancipation from 
traditional discipline,” leading inexorably to an “unbridled lewdness, 
the unchaining of the beast in man.”!! Sounding as much like an oppo- 
nent of deconstruction in the 1970s and 1980s as a puritan startled by 
the existence and representation of human sexuality, he also deplored 
what he regarded as the emergence of an incipient intellectual relativ- 
ism: “Over the earth the shadows creep with deepening gloom ... in 
which all certainty is destroyed and any guess seems plausible” (6). For 
Nordau, Wagner best exemplifies the flight from convention and cul- 
tural decline that define the end of the century, as he “is in himself alone 
charged with a greater abundance of degeneration than all the degen- 
erates put together with whom we have hitherto become acquainted” 
(171). From these allegations, it seems, others inevitably follow. Wag- 
ner’s “furious anti-Semitism,” Nordau charges, fueled his persecution 
mania that Jews blocked attempted productions of his operas, which 
themselves were the product of a “graphomania” that transgressed the 
most “firmly-established limits” of the “artistic domain” (or genre) to 
which it belonged (198). Plagued by an “aesthetic delirium,” possessed 
of an “anarchistic acerbity” (180), and given to a “shameless sensual- 
ity” in his work (181), Wagner can “do nothing with life” itself. Being 
both “blind and deaf to it,” he can only copy “exciting sketches” and 
achieve little more—or so Nordau asserts (192). 

Shaw, of course, held an entirely different view of Wagner and 
his Ring, as he outlines in “The Perfect Wagnerite” (1898). Shaw’s 
Wagner, a “revolutionist” intimately connected with the society in 
which he lived, is no “mere musical epicure and political mugwump.” 
Bravely, Shaw asserts, Wagner sided in 1849 with the “right and the 
poor against the rich and the wrong” at the cost of his own financial 
ruination (MCE 187). And several of his works, The Rhine Gold espe- 
cially, allegorize an analogous politics by exposing the effects of gold’s 
unbridled power to enslave workers, “lashed to their work by the invis- 
ible whip of starvation” (MCE 173). Wagner’s music, moreover, “single 
and simple,” was equally radical in leaving the “adept musician of the 
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old school” bewildered, as The Ring contains “not a single bar of classi- 
cal music” in it (MCE 168). Thus, if Nordau és a cosmopolitan steeped 
in a “revolutionary climate,” his indictment of Wagner is in some 
senses both parochial and anticosmopolitan in its privileging of tradi- 
tion over innovation. By contrast, Shaw valorizes Wagner’s emancipa- 
tion from “devastating tradition” and the “pernicious results” to which 
they often lead, which is a necessary escape, not a sign that he exhibits 
“persecution mania,” megalomania, mysticism, morbidity, “incoher- 
ence,” “fugitive ideation,” or other deviances found in Nordau’s damn- 
ing and protracted analysis (171). 

Shaw’s deployments of cosmopolitan are thus both complicated and 
unique. In Irish studies, conversely, cosmopolitan typically connotes 
universality and international affiliation as opposed to national iden- 
tification, or it calls attention to Ireland’s colonial history, hence Irish 
hybridity. Nels Pearson describes the former resonances in the open- 
ing paragraphs of Irish Cosmopolitanism (2015) when he acknowledges 
the paradoxical quality of the phrase Irish cosmopolitan: “After all,” he 
asks, “if a ‘cosmopolitan’ is one who pledges allegiance to humanity 
at large, rather than to a specific national or ethnic collective, then 
what is the need, or rationale, for designating an Irish Cosmopolitan- 
ism?”” A number of answers to this question have presented them- 
selves, as Irish studies has invested seriously in cosmopolitanism and 
realized rich interpretive dividends. For Joseph Valente, the notion of 
Irish cosmopolitanism is rooted in colonialism, with the result that 
“any discourse of native resistance” to colonial hegemony is itself 
“internally fissured” and “hybridistic”; in other words, the “subaltern 
identity” of Irishness is “inevitably coinvolved at some point with 
the idiom of the oppressor.” For Rebecca Walkowitz, writing about 
international modernism, James Joyce does not so much demonstrate 
these characteristics as cultivate a cosmopolitan “posture” marked by 
an “insubordinate attention” to the details of narratives, the effect of 
which is to value “Irish traditions without seeking to codify or senti- 
mentalize them” and to embrace “the impropriety of art as a strategy 
of social transformation.” Somewhat like Shaw’s Wagner, Walko- 
witz’s cosmopolitan Joyce emblematized by Stephen Dedalus “chooses 
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intellectual freedom over social conformity by allowing his mind to 
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wander,” while Valente’s “cosmopolitan sublime” defines not a “view 
from nowhere” but a “mobile decentered view” enabled by location in 
a “metropolitan colony” where the “hierarchical and agonistic inter- 
dependency of any given identity” might be encapsulated.” When 
speaking of Irish subjectivity, then, cosmopolitanism troubles notions 
of native authenticity and essentiality; when speaking of an Irish liter- 
ary modernism, the cosmopolitan conveys senses of experimentation, 
irreverence, subversion, and the multiple but finally unsatisfactory 
national belongings of a character like Stephen Dedalus or a writer 
like Samuel Beckett. 

But to return to Shaw’s review of Degeneration, what is a “cosmo- 
politan Jew,” and what does Shaw convey both by using the term and 
by repeating variations of it? Or, following the principle of surroga- 
tion, can an Irish cosmopolitan like Joyce substitute for a cosmopoli- 
tan Jew like Nordau? And what about Shaw himself—is he a kind of 
cosmopolitan Jew as well? This last question is only partly facetious. 
Recall that in his epistolary skirmish with Lawrence Langner over 
the representation of a character called simply the Jew in his contro- 
versial 1936 play Geneva, Shaw called Langner “the most thought- 
less of Sheenies,” to which Langner, founder of New York’s Theatre 
Guild and producer of some fourteen of Shaw’s plays between 1920 
and 1935, responded with a double rejoinder. In September 1938, he 
claimed, “If I really am one of the most ‘thoughtless of Sheenies,’ then 
you are one of the most inconsistent of Micks,” and then in a letter a 
few weeks later, alluding to the shipwreck of Spanish fleets centuries 
earlier when surviving sailors of Jewish extraction took residence on 
the west coast of Ireland, he suggested that Shaw might very well be 
Jewish himself, declaring “Yes, G.B.S. the truth will out. You too are 
a Sheeny.”"* 

This puckish suggestion aside, surely Shaw was more cosmopoli- 
tan than Irish, and he was hardly a nationalist; in fact, he inveighed 
often against nationalism in general and Fenianism in particular. In 
his “Preface for Politicians” preceding John Bull’s Other Island (1907), 
he denigrates nationalism as a “curse” and adds, “Nobody in Ireland of 
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any intelligence likes Nationalism any more than a man with a broken 
arm likes having it set.” Yet, he argued, many Irishmen could think of 
nothing else, because England had “broken” Ireland’s “nationality,” 
and it would “think of nothing else but getting it set again.”!* Some- 
what more acerbically, and oddly given the lexicon of psychological 
terminology in Degeneration that Shaw derided, he regarded the patri- 
otism often conjoined with an aggressive nationalism as a “morbid 
condition which a healthy man must shake off if he is to keep sane.” 
And Fenianism provided Shaw with a prime example. In his magiste- 
rial novel Strumpet City (1969), which represents the Larkinite labor 
strikes leading to the tragic Lockout of 1913 that devastated Dublin, 
James Plunkett includes an amusing aside on this very point when a 
character reports hearing Shaw speak and answer a question from the 
audience about Sinn Féin with comic dismissiveness: “I have met only 
one Sinn Feiner since I returned to Dublin,” Shaw is reported to have 
said. “She is a very nice girl.” Shaw regarded his own identity, in fact, 
as far closer to that of a cosmopolitan than an Irishman and said so in 
1921: “I am a tolerably good European in the Nietzschean sense, but 
a very bad Irishman in the Sinn Fein or Chosen People sense.”!° (In 
this articulation, is Shaw again betraying the power of surrogation by 
joining Irish nationalism with a Judaical sense of a “Chosen People”?) 

Such a self-identification partially explains Shaw’s observation, 
mentioned earlier, that “being familiar with all the arts,” he was “as 
accustomed as any Jew to the revolutionary cosmopolitan climate” 
(MCE 285), thereby hinting at an Irish Jewishness Shaw negotiated for 
much of his career. In other words, several layers of complexity, even 
contradiction, haunt Shaw’s allusions to cosmopolitan Jews in both 
his preface to and text of “The Sanity of Art.” Recall, for example, 
that he charged cosmopolitan Jews with waging a war on modernity, 
yet he associates the cosmopolitan Jew with life in a “revolutionary” 
climate, something closer to the subversive innovations Walkowitz 
finds in Joyce and Nordau despised in such artists as Wagner and 
Ibsen. To be fair to Nordau, his complaint about Ibsen is quite dif- 
ferent from his objection to Wagner, for his criticism of such plays as 
Hedda Gabler and Ghosts has more to do with Ibsen’s reputation as a 
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“model of realism” than with ideas about widespread cultural decline 
at that “dusk of nations” known as the fin de siécle. “As a matter of 
fact,” Nordau complains, “since Alexandre Dumas père, author of The 
Three Musketeers and The Count of Monte Cristo, no writer has heaped 
up in his works so many improbabilities as Ibsen” (344). What are we 
to make of this critique, and how does it impact our thinking about an 
evolving Irish Jewish studies? 

To answer, I might return to Nels Pearson’s very good question 
about the need for an “Irish Cosmopolitan,” a question that acknowl- 
edges the oxymoronic qualities of the phrase: How can one be both 
Irish and cosmopolitan at the same time? Certainly, an active socialist 
like Sean O’Casey, much like his friend Shaw, answered this question 
emphatically by deriding Cathleen ni Houlihan as a “bitch” some- 
times, “an old snarly gob” and an “ignorant one too,” implying that 
the plight of international workers as so heartbreakingly represented 
in Strumpet City superseded the aims of the nationalist project. But it 
is not just the potentially oxymoronic or discordant quality of phrases 
such as Irish Cosmopolitan or cosmopolitan Jews that complicates mat- 
ters but the varying connotations of the term cosmopolitan. Indeed, as 
Christine Sypnowich observes, cosmopolitan can resound with sinis- 
ter implications as well positive ones, a valence of the term too often 
obscured by emphases on worldliness, a commitment to international 
justice, and cultural sophistication. “Genuine tensions” exist, she 
argues, “between the cosmopolitan aesthetic, on the one hand, and 
cosmopolitan ethics on the other.” While cosmopolitan aesthetes like 
Nordau and Shaw enjoy—or not, as the case may be—aesthetic and 
cultural diversity, cosmopolitan ethicists insist on the “priority of jus- 
tice” and a kind of singular universal standard. And labeling anyone 
a “cosmopolitan Jew” may violate this standard, as cosmopolitan in sev- 
eral historical contexts has conveyed senses of dirtiness, foreignness, 
and decadence and was often associated with Jews or Bolsheviks in 
Russia whom “bigots sought to exclude.”!” To call someone a cosmo- 
politan Jew is thus not to introduce the paradox Pearson identifies in 
the phrase Irish Cosmopolitan but rather in some cases to hurl a double 
disparagement (as fascists like Adolf Hitler were very well aware): that 
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is, the term intensifies the foreignness, and even bestial quality, of a 
person—someone like Nordau, perhaps? 

Nordau’s argument in Degeneration, a lengthy and convoluted one, 
is difficult to summarize, but a greater sense of it beyond his antago- 
nism to Wagner and Ibsen is necessary if we are to add a second dis- 
course to the discussion of cosmopolitanism in the service of Irish 
Jewish studies, which is the discourse of antisemitism. Here, the work 
of scholars like Joseph Litvak is especially helpful. Starting from defi- 
nitions of antisemitism advanced by Adorno and Horkheimer in Dia- 
lectic of Enlightenment, Litvak advances two propositions of relevance 
to my aims here. The first is the prominence of what he terms with- 
outness in Adorno and Horkheimer’s list of supposedly odious Jewish 
characteristics: “happiness without power, reward without work, a 
homeland without frontiers”; the second is the preeminence of envy 
in antisemitism. For Litvak, the “anti-Semiticized masses perform the 
‘serious work’ of envy as group psychopathology.” Another way of say- 
ing it is that the Jew appears exempt “from the rules with which the 
‘the ruling powers’ keep ‘the ruled’ in their place.” Litvak asks, “What 
could be more desirable, and what therefore more urgently needs to be 
refigured as despicable?” Envy constitutes the “secret logic” of anti- 
semitism, Litvak concludes, and, as I hope to show, while the erotic 
component he detects in Jew envy is absent from Shaw’s lambasting 
of Degeneration, the sense of “withoutness” is very much present. Of 
lesser import in this instance but nonetheless valuable more generally 
is the same issue Litvak reads in Willa Cather’s 1925 novel, The Profes- 
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sor’s House, namely, the figuring of the Jew as “‘repellently’ interna- 
tional” and the “avatar of a frankly ‘Oriental’ extravagance.”!® 

That is to say, Shaw’s dismissal of Nordau is as much an assault on 
his character as it is a refutation of Degeneration’s polemic against not 
only fin de siécle artists such as the French symbolists, the decadent 
movement, and especially Ibsen’s “realistic” drama but also the notion 
of a fin de siécle in the first place. For Nordau, as I have mentioned 
earlier, the term denotes a “contempt for traditional views of custom 
and morality” and heralds a “practical emancipation from traditional 


discipline.” The result is a declining society in which the voluptuary 
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reigns and “the beast in man” is unchained (5). In order to please, 
music like Wagner’s must “either counterfeit religious devotion, or 
agitate the mind by its form” (12); similarly, novels “treating of the 
relations between the sexes, with no matter how little reserve, seem 
too dully moral. Elegant titillation only begins where normal sexual 
relations leave off” (13); and, in more political domains, for Nordau 
the writing of revolutionists and anarchists also reveals decadence, 
indicating, much like the degenerate artist, an inability to “adapt him- 
self to existing circumstances” (22). Citing both contemporary psy- 
chological studies and the alarming demographies of swollen cities 
with their rising crime and suicide rates, Nordau detects a devastat- 
ing exhaustion attributable to modernity itself. And at the heart of his 
argument resides a human subject beaten down by increased work- 
ing hours and a burgeoning information age, for in addition to work- 
ing longer and traveling farther to earn her bread, the urban resident 
must try to negotiate the frenetic speed of modern life itself: “To speak 
without metaphor, statistics indicate in what measure the sum of work 
of civilized humanity has increased. . . . [Humanity] grew fatigued 
and exhausted, and this fatigue and exhaustion showed themselves . . . 
under the form of an acquired hysteria. . .. The new aesthetic schools 
and their success are a form of this general hysteria” (40). For Nor- 
dau, Ibsen’s plays are symptomatic of this disorder, as the characters 
featured are not “human beings of flesh and blood, but abstractions 
such as are evoked by a morbidly-excited brain” (342). One result is 
that Ibsen’s women characters resemble Leopold von Sacher-Masoch’s 
“imperious and triumphant women,” thus inverting all “healthy and 
natural relation{s] between the sexes” (414). 

These claims are astounding, to be sure, and one would not expect 
Shaw to acquiesce to them. But rather than carefully engage Nordau’s 
lengthy and often highly specific readings of Ibsen’s A Doll’s House, 
Ghosts, Rosmersholm, The Pillars of Society, and others—or refute the 
despicable caricature of Wagner as the most degenerate figure of the 
age—Shaw resorts to a kind of counterattack about which one might 
be wary. That is, in “The Sanity of Art,” Shaw anticipates the motif 
of “withoutness” Litvak identifies as endemic to antisemitism: in this 
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case, Nordau’s reaping of financial reward and international acclaim 
without performing sufficient work to earn either. The “splenetic 
pamphleteer,” as Shaw describes him, has nothing to show for him- 
self but a “bookful of blunders tacked on to a mock scientific theory” 
(MCE 330); more damagingly and seduced by “sham science,” Nor- 
dau “exposes his sciolism time after time as an authority on the fine 
arts” (MCE 331). Shaw’s use of “sciolism” specifies a sense of superficial 
knowledge underlying his opponent’s “sham-scientific vivisection” of 
modern art, just the opposite of the good doctor’s keen acumen in 
being “shrewd enough to see that is a good opening for a big reac- 
tionary book as a relief to the Wagner and Ibsen booms” (MCE 313). 
Thus, while Degeneration may be, in Shaw’s eyes, a discursive “mess” 
distinctive for its “occasional putrescence” and “general staleness,” it 
is a successful mess that has made “a very considerable impression” 
(MCE 313). And, because he has not bothered himself with the trouble 
and hard work of real learning and reflection, Nordau has achieved 
a notoriety he does not truly deserve. Is it possible that envy, just a 
tinge or scintilla of it, a mere smithereen, animates the argument of 
“The Sanity of Art” as much as a handsome payment motivated Shaw’s 
acceptance of the assignment to review the book in the first place? 


Whatever we might think about Shaw’s critique of Degeneration in 
“The Sanity of Art,” I hope we might agree that it introduces the 
possibility that theories of cosmopolitanism and antisemitism might 
be mobilized to further the intellectual work of Irish Jewish studies. 
Similarly useful are considerations of surrogation as well, as Shaw’s 
insinuation of Nordau’s reward without real work recalls not only one 
of the premises of antisemitism but also a long-standing derogation 
of the Irish. Throughout the later 1840s, for example, the Times of 
London endeavored to rationalize the Great Famine for its readership, 
displacing the blame for human suffering from imperial governance to 
native failing and indigence. One posting in particular has long drawn 
my attention for its sneering denigration of relief work that included 
the distribution of food. In asking “What Next,” the Times in 1847 
offered its own answer: “The corn [given to victims], of course, must 
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be ground: the meal, of course, must be converted into bread or pud- 
ding; and then, with something to give it relish, and something else 
to wash it down, must be inserted leisurely and abundantly into each 
individual’s mouth, just when it suits his own private arrangements.” "° 
Even relief organizations echoed these insinuations, recommending 
that when it is “practicable,” some “return in work . . . will be required 
from the individuals relieved.””° 

Work will be required of us as well, as will an intellectual and 
theoretical openness from which an emergent critical discourse or set 
of discourses typically benefits. In outlining the ethical promises of 
cosmopolitanism, Kwame Anthony Appiah reminds us that its distinc- 
tive commitments include not only a pluralism that acknowledges that 
“there are many values worth living by and that you cannot live by all 
of them,” but also a falibilism that regards all knowledge as provisional 
and imperfect, “subject to revision in the face of new evidence.””! 
Such, I might add, is the nature of discourse itself, as its etymological 
roots as a current that runs back and forth, to and fro, suggest. In this 
light, Irish Jewish studies might not only embrace the discourse of 
cosmopolitanism but also aspire to interrogate its inherent fallibilism. 
And all the while it must also be sensitive to the numerous and perhaps 
novel ways in which antisemitism can be engaged and effectively dis- 
abled. At its base, then, and much like cosmopolitanism, Irish Jewish 
studies as an intellectual and historical enterprise must also insist on 
an ethics committed to universal standards of justice. 


PART FOUR | Promised Lands 


II 


The Historical Revitalization 
of Hebrew as a Model for the 
Revitalization of Irish? 


MUIRIS O LAOIRE 


In a sixty-year period that straddled the end of the nineteenth and 
beginning of the twentieth centuries, Hebrew was revitalized and 
reintroduced in Palestine, becoming a full-fledged vernacular of some 
Jews living there. Later it was to become an official language of the 
State of Israel. While the particular sociolinguistic conditions that 
surrounded language revitalization in this critical period are no longer 
observable, the revival of Hebrew represents a rare case of a thriving 
language revernacularization! that often serves as a model in regions 
and states where energies and resources have been devoted to the pro- 
motion of a language spoken by relatively small minorities in demo- 
graphic terms. This chapter examines the sociolinguistic settings and 
conditions in the revitalization of Hebrew and offers comparable and 
contrastive insights to the restoration of Irish (Gaeilge) in Ireland dur- 
ing the same historical period. While a burgeoning cultural national- 
ism spurred the idea of language revitalization in both sociolinguistic 
contexts, the data on the nativization’? of Hebrew illustrates salient 
contrastive differences to the restoration of Irish that will be explored 
and discussed in this chapter. 

The revitalization or the revival of Hebrew as a modern language 
and vernacular from its foundations and base in biblical and classical 
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Hebrew has been the subject of much debate and commentary among 
linguists and historians. The restoration, revival, or revitalization of 
Hebrew was the result of an ambitious political goal in Palestine that 
began roughly at the end of the nineteenth century and continued 
apace in the nascent State of Israel after 1948. A similar timeline 
demarcates the restoration of Irish as one of the languages of Ireland. 
Irish, although never without native speakers or a speech commu- 
nity, had contracted but was still extant, to a large extent, in almost 
all institutional and established social, cultural, political, and educa- 
tional domains at the end of the nineteenth century. When the Gaelic 
League (Conradh na Gaeilge) embarked on a campaign of revival and 
restoration in 1893, the shift to English from Irish was already firmly 
in place.’ The restoration of Irish as the spoken vernacular in effect 
became one of the first projects undertaken by the Irish Free State in 
1922. The primary aim was the widespread reversal of the language 
shift from English to Irish, but the evolution of sociopolitical and 
sociocultural events and experiences brought about the adoption of 
lesser aims and ambitions. 

The history of the restoration of both languages reveals how 
state planning for language and the actions and decisions of popu- 
lations may converge, intermesh, and diverge to produce different 
outcomes. The restoration of Hebrew as the vernacular of Israel is 
universally deemed as successful. Today, Modern Israeli Hebrew is 
widely spoken by the vast majority of the Israeli population. In con- 
trast, the restoration of Irish as the widespread vernacular of Ireland 
has not occurred to any remarkable degree, and there has been a 
relative lack of success in intergenerational transmission. In fact, it 
is not uncommon over the years in the debate and literature on lan- 
guage obsolescence and revival to find Hebrew presented as a good 
model of revitalization against which Irish is measured and compared 
unfavorably. Not only is this contrast true of cross-comparisons to 
Irish, but the revival of Hebrew frequently functions as an exam- 
ple in countries that encourage the revival and support of minority 
languages.* 


The Historical Revitalization of Hebrew |  1r8r 


Restoration, Revival, or Revitalization? 


In the literature on the history of languages, the terms /anguage revival 
and /anguage restoration tend to be interchangeable. Both terms refer to 
a situation where a community begins again to use a language that was 
defunct and extinct. Critically, it alludes to the reuse of the language as 
the language of the home and, in particular, to speaking it to newborn 
children. The language through daily use initially in the home gradu- 
ally extends outward and reclaims language domains previously lost 
to it: neighborhoods, schools, work, industry, and entertainment. The 
term revitalization is in many ways a more accurate one to describe the 
phenomenon of a language gradually regaining and restoring its use. 

Spolsky argues that the term revitalization may be a more appo- 
site term than revival, since it refers to the restoration of vitality to a 
language.’ Language revitalization denotes a reversal of language shift 
or language loss where new cohorts or sets of speakers, functions, and 
domains are added to the language. Domains are the sites of language 
use—for example, home, neighborhood, work, school, and so on. The 
domain of the home is the most critical site in language revitaliza- 
tion contexts, it being the site where natural language transmission 
occurs. This renewed use of language in the home depends ultimately 
on the decision of parents to speak the language on a daily basis to 
their children. 

The crucial decision parents make to transmit a language to their 
children in the home domain can be influenced by a number of fac- 
tors, ideological, pragmatic, or instrumental. Producing new native 
speakers in the home domain is not necessarily a sufficient criterion 
for an appreciative increase in native speakers. The domains of lan- 
guage use need to extend out of and beyond the home to the domains 
of neighborhood, school, work, and entertainment. This extension is 
what happened in the effective revitalization of Hebrew by the first 
groups of immigrants to Palestine at the end of the nineteenth cen- 
tury.° Efforts to add new and native speakers to existing domains in 
the case of Irish during the same period led to some increase in the 
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number of speakers, but here efforts fell short of what could be consid- 
ered a successful revitalization. 


The Gradual Disuse of Hebrew as a Vernacular 


Hebrew ceased to be a spoken language more than two thousand 
years ago. While the date for the gradual disuse of the language as 
a vernacular is contested, some scholars such as Chaim Rabin would 
contend that the last monolingual speaker of Hebrew would have 
lived on or before the Bar Kokhba Revolt (ca. 120 CE). Scholars point 
to the gradual shift from Hebrew to Aramaic in the centuries that 
followed. 

The Hebrew language remained in use, nonetheless, as a language 
to be studied, to be prayed, and to be read. Rabin describes the emer- 
gence of an Aramaic-Hebrew diglossia among Jewish populations in 
the following terms: “It is widely believed that the Hebrew language 
‘died’ some two thousand years ago and was brought to life again in 
modern times. This is an erroneous idea. The word ‘revival’ applies .. . 
only to its use in everyday speech. Hebrew was, at all times, the sole 
medium of written language of at least part of the Jewish people.”’ 

A large volume of literature, religious and secular, was produced 
in Hebrew from the period of its gradual disuse as a spoken language 
to its revitalization as a vernacular at the end of the nineteenth cen- 
tury. For this reason, some scholars such as Jack Fellman contend 
that Hebrew was never really a “dead” language, like Hittite or Akka- 
dian. Haim Blanc in a similar fashion refutes the idea of the death of 
Hebrew.’ He points out, nonetheless, that Hebrew throughout these 
centuries was no one’s mother tongue. The language also developed 
and evolved as a written language. The Mishnah, a collection of Jew- 
ish oral traditions surrounding prayer, blessings, laws, sacrifice, and 
festivals that was redacted at the beginning of the third century CE, 
was written largely in Hebrew (Mishnaic Hebrew) and revealed an 
enriched and greatly enlarged vocabulary that dealt with every facet 
of life—agriculture, economics, civil and criminal law, and ethics— 
and contained legal and abstract terms.’ Throughout the centuries 
when the language was not spoken, an immense corpus of literature 
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was produced in Hebrew, and new terms and coinages were constantly 
added to the language. 

The Haskala (Jewish Enlightenment) movement of eighteenth- 
century Europe witnessed the initial steps toward modernization of 
Hebrew in its written form. Dramas, novels, and poetry were produced 
in Hebrew. As well as remaining the language of literature, it appears 
that, to some limited extent, the language may also have served as a 
lingua franca between Jews who had no common language," although 
Benjamin Harshav reminds us that there is no compelling evidence 
of widespread use as such." There is also some evidence that the lan- 
guage was used for trade and other secular purposes. 

Lewis Glinert has uncovered interesting evidence to suggest that 
the modernization of Hebrew might also have occurred to some extent 
outside the “canons” of literature.” The Shulkhan Arukh (Long Table), 
a collection of Jewish law, was widely consulted and taught in tradi- 
tional Jewish elementary schools in Europe and in Palestine and con- 
tained a lexicon for everyday items and normal aspects of daily life 
that complemented the ongoing modernization of the language in the 
domain of literature. 

In sum, it is important to bear in mind that Hebrew could never 
be considered as having been an entirely dead or moribund language. 
While it had a vibrant and evolving literature, nonetheless, crucially, 
it still lacked native speakers and vernacular status. This situation was 
to change at the end of the nineteenth century and at the beginning of 
the twentieth century. 


The Revitalization of Hebrew 


The revitalization of Hebrew as a modern spoken language can be 
dated to the end of the nineteenth century. The restrictive antisemitic 
atmosphere of Czar Alexander IPs Russia and pogroms from 1881 
onward witnessed an exodus, a mass emigration of around two mil- 
lion Jews from eastern Europe, mainly to the United States. The rise 
and spread of nationalistic movements in Europe spurred the idea of 
a return to Hebrew as the spoken language of Jews. A small number 
of eastern European Jews emigrated to Palestine. Bernard Spolsky 
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describes the weltanschauung of these emigrants as follows: “Among 
them were young intellectuals, influenced by European nationalism, 
and imbued with the notion of building a life in Palestine that was 
better than and different from the one they had known in Eastern 
Europe. It was these Jews who started coming to Palestine in the 1880s 
who brought with them and embraced the notion of using Hebrew as 
their national language, an all-purpose vernacular that would serve to 
mark the distinction from life in the Diaspora.” 

Eliezer Ben-Yehuda (1858-1922), often credited as being the “father 
of the revival of modern Hebrew,” was one of the leading figures in 
his prolific writings calling for a return to Hebrew as a vernacular of 
Jews in Palestine. Ben-Yehuda, who wrote about bringing up his own 
children through Hebrew, lived in Jerusalem but had little impact in 
securing any appreciable shift by families to the language. Many reli- 
gious Jews in Jerusalem were Yiddish speakers who continued to see 
Hebrew as the holy tongue (ashon kodesh) and wanted the language 
to be restricted exclusively to religious functions." Eventually, it was 
among the second wave (aliyah, lit. Ascension) of immigrants (1905-15) 
in the new Zionist settlements such as Rishon-le Zion that the revi- 
talization of Hebrew more rapidly took place. These new idealistic 
immigrants were characterized by possessing a mobilizing motiva- 
tion to make Hebrew the language of the home and interpersonal 
communication. 

The question as to how these new immigrants managed to trans- 
form Hebrew from being the language of prayer and literature into a 
spoken language needs to be asked. How was it possible, in the absence 
of native speakers and models of the daily language of interpersonal 
communication?” Izre’el correctly claims that this question of the lin- 
guistic processes at work in the revernacularization of Hebrew has not 
always been answered satisfactorily.'® 

Moshe Nahir has proposed a four-stage overlapping model in this 
process of revernacularization:”” 

1. The children were “instilled” with a mobilizing motivation, a 
strong ideological commitment, and positive attitudes to the language 
in the schools."® 
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2. They were presented with grammar, vocabulary, and models 
of language use during lessons. There are folkloric and anecdotal 
stories of the first teachers of Hebrew stumblingly speaking the lan- 
guage themselves, while succeeding in transmitting it to children in 
preschools and primary schools. The direct method of teaching was 
used. The direct method, also termed the natural method, is where 
only the target language (Hebrew in this instance) is used and where 
pupils refrained from using their native languages (more than likely, 
Yiddish, Russian, German, or Polish in this instance). 

3. The third stage is where the children gradually started to speak 
the language in school and crucially began to use it outside school. 
Scott B. Saulson states that the kindergartens “opened their doors 
to living Hebrew in places where Ben-Yehuda and the fighters for 
the revival of Hebrew could not reach.” The following extract by 
Rabin was included in an RTE TV series on the Irish-language Watch 
Your Language in 1970 and explains this process of nativization of the 
language in schools: “We found that the children, after picking up 
some Hebrew in school, force their parents to speak Hebrew at home 
because they are ashamed when their parents cannot speak Hebrew. 
They are our best apostles.” The child, therefore, became the teacher 
of his or her parents and siblings.” Sociolinguistic data on the emer- 
gence of Hebrew as a spoken language suggests the nativization of the 
language first and foremost through and in the domain of education 
and extending from there to the parents and the home domain. 

4. The fourth stage was when these children who were imbued 
with a love and knowledge of the language at school grew up; they 
spoke and used Hebrew exclusively as the language of the home with 
their own children. In this way, the first native speakers of the lan- 
guage were born. Nahir refers to this stage as the “great leap” in the 
revitalization of the language. 

These processes took place roughly between 1906 and 1914. There 
is evidence to suggest that the progress was initially very slow.” By 
1916, however, 40 percent of Jews in the new settlements in Pales- 
tine reported that Hebrew was their first language, and more than 
75 percent of the young population used it as their sole language of 
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communication.” The foundations for the revitalization of Hebrew 
were laid. 

From a language-acquisition perspective, the data suggest that 
the children in the settlements who acquired Hebrew as a second 
language during the Second Aliyah already spoke Yiddish or other 
European languages. Izre’el suggests that the emergence of Hebrew as 
an acquired second language can be compared to the emergence of a 
creole.” Unlike a pidgin language, a creole is a natural stable language 
that develops and evolves from a mixture of different languages. While 
this theory had been mooted and argued by some scholars, there was 
always a claim that Modern Hebrew was not a “mixed” language. The 
idea was also rejected by creolists as well, since Hebrew was always a 
written language. This question requires further debate that a corpus 
of Modern Israeli spoken Hebrew would fuel. Regardless of the nuts 
and bolts of the characteristics of nascent Hebrew in language acquisi- 
tion and in pure linguistic terms, it suffices for our purposes here to 
stress that the force of ideology accounted for the strength of motiva- 
tion to adopt a new language from within. It was these same ideologi- 
cal forces at work that ensured that Hebrew and not Yiddish, German, 
or French became the language of the modern state of Israel.”* 


The Revival of Irish Outside the Gaeltacht 
and the Revitalization of Hebrew 


Analogous references to the revival of Hebrew are often present in dis- 
courses on the restoration of Irish. Such references date back as early 
as 1924, when an Irish-language newspaper, Fáinne an Lae, considered 
the revitalization of Hebrew as a paradigm for the revival of the Irish 
language.” Language revitalization is not an entirely apposite term to 
describe efforts to restore Irish as a living language outside the Gael- 
tacht from the end of the nineteenth century onward; it is nevertheless 
a very useful one. While Irish revivalist efforts have resulted in an 
appreciable increase in the number of people who have acquired some 
knowledge of the language, Irish, unlike Hebrew, always had native 
speakers. The task that confronted language enthusiasts at the end of 
the nineteenth century and the state itself after 1922 was to attempt 
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to reverse the progressive and extensive language shift to English 
that had occurred from the seventeenth century onward. While Irish 
always had speakers in all language domains in the Gaeltacht regions, 
new sets of speakers, functions, and domains needed to be added to 
the language outside these Irish-speaking regions. In sum, revival- 
ist efforts that began at the end of the last century and have been 
endorsed and subsumed by native governments since 1922 have not led 
to a revitalization of the type associated with Hebrew. 


The Early Revivalists 


The early Irish-language revivalists are often termed conraitheoirí 
(Gaelic Leaguers) in Irish, in that most found their way into Conradh 
na Gaeilge (The Gaelic League), which was founded in Dublin on 
July 31, 1893, by Douglas Hyde. Initially, the organization was not 
party political and attracted nationalists of different backgrounds and 
persuasions and quickly and steadfastly became the leading institution 
promoting the revival of Irish. Many of the ideas of the early revivalists 
were to become fundamental principles in the Gaelic League propa- 
ganda in the years to come and in the Irish state’s planning for the lan- 
guage from 1922 onward. These early revivalists could be described as 
being exponents of cultural nationalism, and they espoused a restora- 
tion of the language as a means of remaining in vital communion with 
the past and as a way of counteracting assimilation and modernization. 
They stressed the intrinsic links between language and nationalism, 
recalling the Herderian notion of the existence of a separate language 
as proof of nationhood. 


The Needs and Imagination of the Masses 


Hyde in particular posited the continuation of the Irish tradition as 
the ideological base for the restoration of the language, even though 
he vacillated somewhat in his understanding of what exactly would 
constitute such a restoration.” The centrality of transmission of the 
language was strongly emphasized, which is now recognized as the 
critical element in achieving language revitalization. Education was to 
become a very important site for language planning. It is interesting 
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to note, however, that Eoin Mac Neill, who along with Hyde was 
a founding member of the Gaelic League, did not believe that the 
revival could be brought about through the sole agency of the school. 
In an article he wrote in An Claidheamh Soluis (Sword of Light), the 
newspaper of the Gaelic League, on November 2, 1900, he stated this 
belief very clearly: “There can be no greater delusion than to imag- 
ine that a language can be kept alive alone by teaching. A language 
can have no real life unless it lives in the lives of the people.” In his 
blueprint for the restoration of the language Toghairm agus Gleus chum 
Oibre (A Summons and Call to Work), Mac Neill emphasized the impor- 
tance of achieving a linguistic restoration in the home. “A language 
has never survived, when it has not survived beside the fireplace [at the 
hearth]. Even though the teaching of Irish is important, it is not the 
most important thing. The first thing we need to do then is to keep 
the language alive at the hearth” (my translation). Intergenerational 
transmission, that is, handing on the language in the home, is critical 
to achieving language revitalization.” The language needs to live in 
the lives of people. It is argued here, however, that the enterprise of the 
restoration remained in a large part extrinsic to the lives of the masses 
at the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries. 

Muiris O Laoire has argued that the ideas and rhetoric of the early 
revivalists, which became the blueprint for the restoration of Irish in 
the new state, had little in them to engage the motivation and imagi- 
nation of the masses. It can be averred that cultural nationalism at the 
end of the nineteenth century was a different type of nationalism from 
the kind that the Irish had espoused and participated in, en masse, 
earlier in the century. It has been argued that this type of nationalism 
was characterized and marked by a strong socioeconomic dimension, 
particularly with its prospect of agrarian form. O Laoire has summa- 
rized the difference between how this form of nationalism and cultural 
nationalism was espoused by the masses: “The cultural nationalism to 
which De hide and revivalists subscribed, on one hand, was neither 
governed nor motivated by socio-economics and had little to offer the 
mass of the Irish population, both inside and outside the Gaeltacht. 
It is not surprising, therefore, that the language and culture-agenda 
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proposed by middle class enthusiasts had little to engage the imagina- 
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tion and needs of the masses. 
Engagement in Revitalization 


There is no evidence to suggest that the Gaelic League was not a pop- 
ular movement. Within a short period after its foundation, like the 
Gaelic Athletic Association that preceded it, the Gaelic League became 
a successful cultural movement and achieved widespread participation 
in its educational program. By 1906, thirteen years after its establish- 
ment, it is reported that there were 964 branches of the Gaelic League 
in existence. By 1915, this figure had dropped to 265 but rose again to 
819 by 1922. Yet while the Gaelic League was undoubtedly a success- 
ful cultural movement, it failed to muster significant support among 


the working classes,”° 


with the main support for its branches coming 
almost exclusively from middle-income groups. With the foundation 
of the Free State in 1922, the main thrust of the Irish-language revival 
ideology remained the same, closely influenced by the cultural nation- 
alism model. Proposals to revive the language, therefore, on the basis 
of that model were largely unfamiliar to the masses, and they did not 
engage with it. Tom Garvin refers to the “elite” conviction that derived 
essentially from the Gaelic League and that was never an authentic or 
widely held popular belief. The mass assent to the intensive teach- 
ing of the language that was spearheaded by the schools was passive 
and by and large failed to engage the imagination and engagement of 
people. As Aidan Doyle writes, “Most Irish people, even members of 
Sinn Féin, the nationalist party, were not really serious about replac- 
ing English with Irish.” The language had to compete with English, 
which had more attractive socioeconomic appeal, and as such people 
were unlikely to discard it. 

When contrasted with the relatively more effective revitalization 
of Hebrew in schools and in the settlements during the Second Aliyah, 
the question becomes one of integrative motivation. The children in 
the schools not only were intent on changing their language to Hebrew 
but also taught it to their parents and siblings and in time established 
it as the language of the home. Where this necessary development 
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occurred, there was no disconnect or disjuncture in ideology. The 
shift to Hebrew was more achievable, since it was constrained to 
smaller units of population who shared a common emigration experi- 
ence, a strong mobilizing ideology, and motivation. They were more 
than willing to discard their mother tongues that were reminiscent of 
their preemigration plight in eastern Europe. In this relatively con- 
tained and relatively homogeneous social constitution, the revitaliza- 
tion was more effective than it was in the more cosmopolitan setting 
of Jerusalem. There were circles of families in Dublin and elsewhere 
who successfully shifted their home language from English to Irish, 
but this network never extended to more than a handful of converts 
who invariably came from the middle-class stratum and were not rep- 
resentative of the public as a whole. While the Irish revivalists may 
have failed to engage public support and imagination, the revivalists 
of Hebrew engaged and mustered significant support. 

In both contexts, education was the site for language revitaliza- 
tion. There are two interesting points of contrast here. The school- 
home link was not fostered in the case of Ireland. Schools taught the 
language intensively and in varying contexts, including full immer- 
sion (in a minority of schools) without reference to language use in the 
home and neighborhood domains. Irish remained and still remains to 
a considerable extent a language taught and used exclusively in school. 
In the case of Hebrew, during the Second Aliyah in particular, there 
is clearly contrasting evidence of children using the language out- 
side the school to teach it and speak it to their parents and siblings. 
In other words, the schools here seem to have taken what could be 
described as a replacive attitude to the language. Hebrew was taught 
with the intent of replacing Yiddish and the other languages brought 
to Palestine by the Second Aliyah immigrants. Irish, too, was seen as 
a replacive language. The compulsory policy was based on the reviv- 
alist philosophy that rejected assimilation and was founded on the 
assumption that if English had replaced Irish primarily because of an 
Anglicized educational system, the reverse was possible by teaching it 
intensively in the schools. 
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The evolution of the use of the threatened language outside the 
school situation is a vital ingredient in achieving revitalization and 
marks the breakthrough from language learning into vernacular use. 
In this sense, there was never a “great leap” in the revitalization of 
Irish to any appreciable extent, that is, a “spontaneous process . . . 
which brought the language outside the school’s walls on the lips of 
young people on the streets and roads and into the mouths of parents 
in homes.”! Understanding the reasons this great leap never occurred 
remains a relevant question in the context of contemporary language 
planning for the Irish language. 


Conclusion 


A discussion of Irish-language revitalization outside the Gaeltacht in 
relation to the revitalization of Hebrew underpins a number of ques- 
tions about the nature and processes of revitalization itself. First, 
language revitalization is a process that demands a majority and 
homogeneous commitment to certain ideologies and behaviors. It is 
more about individual responses to an ideological call for language 
replacement than about state policy and planning. The processes of 
revitalization in Ireland devolved mainly on the educational system. 
But after decades of intensive teaching, and while some families had 
changed their home language to Irish, the language remained and still 
remains largely a cultural symbol outside the Gaeltacht. While state 
efforts at language planning succeeded in securing a place for Irish in 
the national consciousness, they have fallen short in bringing about 
any mass shift to the language. 

The revitalization of Irish must not be subjected to any facile and 
oversimplified comparison with the revitalization of Hebrew that 
might be resonant of a fallacious rationale (“They managed to do it 
in Israel. Why can’t we?”). Hebrew, nonetheless, offers mainly con- 
trastive insights to the restoration of Irish in Ireland at the end of the 
nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth centuries. While a bur- 
geoning cultural nationalism spurred the idea of language revitaliza- 
tion in both sociolinguistic contexts, there were also key differences. In 
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the case of Hebrew, the proportion of activist minority Jewish settlers 
committed to switching the language of the home initially during the 
First Aliyah expanded in less than a half century into a widely based 
majority. In Ireland the intellectual middle-class educated minority 
was unable to persuade the wider public to follow its agenda. 

Second, while the agency of schooling through Irish and Hebrew 
was targeted in both situations, it was only when the ideological moti- 
vations were espoused by leaders, teachers, parents, and children that 
the school could be a conduit for the production of new speakers. 

The revitalization of Hebrew still holds relevance for research into 
the internal linguistic situation in the homes of a growing number 
of children who attend all-Irish primary schools (gaelscoileanna) and 
secondary schools (gaelcholdist’) outside the Gaeltacht, particularly as 
to the question of how a family where such children are present would 
make a conscious effort to replace English with Irish as the home lan- 
guage. We also need to focus in research on the conditions favorable 
to the use of the language by children and young people outside the 
school. The contrast between the success of Hebrew and the apparent 
lack of success of Irish points more to complexities of language plan- 
ning and the motivations for meaningful language use. 


I2 


“From the Isle of Saints 
to the Holy Land” 


Irish Encounters with Zionism 
in the Palestine Mandate 


SEÁN WILLIAM GANNON 


Although Ireland’s relationship with the British Empire was irretriev- 
ably ruptured by the 1919-21 Irish War of Independence and the 
consequent creation of the Irish Free State, Irish participation in the 
British imperial project persisted well into the era of decolonization. 
That Irishmen continued to swell the ranks of the British army is well 
known. But a roll call of Britain’s ruling caste across most of its colo- 
nial possessions between 1922 and the mid-1g6os reveals that Irish- 
men were also well represented in every branch of the colonial service. 
The Palestine Mandate was a case in point. There Irishmen served 
at all levels of the civil establishment, the judiciary, and, particularly, 
the police. The arrival of more than 250 disbanded Irish members of 
the Royal Irish Constabulary (RIC) in April 1922 with the British 
Section of the Palestine Gendarmerie inaugurated an Irish involve- 
ment in the territory’s policing that culminated in the recruitment 
of approximately five hundred Irishmen into its successor force, the 
British Section of the Palestine Police (BSPP), in the final three years 
of the Mandate. For the great majority of these Irishmen, their post- 
ing to Palestine constituted their first encounter with Jews or Jew- 
ish nationalism (or both). Occasionally friendly, but more frequently 
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fraught, this encounter, in many cases, defined their views of Israel 
and Zionism for the rest of their lives. 

This chapter explores this encounter. ‘Taking as its particular focus 
the five hundred Irish policemen recruited in the final years of the 
Mandate, who accounted for almost half of all Irish enlistments in the 
BSPP, it examines the attitudes of Irishmen serving in the Palestine 
Mandate toward its Jewish inhabitants and assesses the influence of 
prior perceptions of Jews and Judaism on their formation. It also exam- 
ines their views on Jewish nationalism and investigates the extent to 
which Ireland’s historical experience shaped Irish perspectives on the 
Arab-Zionist conflict and the Zionist insurgency against British rule.! 


“The Average Englishman Here 
Is Instinctively Anti-Semitic” 


Irish attitudes toward Jews and Jewish nationalism in the Palestine 
Mandate cannot be properly understood without reference to the gen- 
eral perceptions that prevailed among the British establishment there. 
Although the great majority of British officials worked to implement 
the terms of the mandatory instrument’s Article 6, many were per- 
sonally antipathetic to the creation in Palestine of a Jewish “national 
home.”? Some believed that it clearly contravened British wartime 
commitments to the Arabs regarding the country’s future. But the 
objections of others derived from antisemitism, which was common- 
place at all levels of British society throughout the Mandate period. 
During the years of the Occupied Enemy Territory Administration 
(OETA) (South) when Palestine was governed by its British military 
garrison, and the first decade of civilian rule inaugurated under High 
Commissioner Sir Herbert Samuel in July 1920, this antipathy drew on 
British sociocultural stereotypes of Jews according to which they were 
“deniers of Christ, clannish and rootless wanderers, or exotic wield- 
ers of vast international power as financiers, revolutionaries or both,” 
and was exacerbated by recurrent concerns about the emergence of 
“Judeo-Bolshevism” in the Yishuv.? 

But antisemitism was also acquired through the British-Zionist 
encounter itself: what Joshua Sherman described as the “thrusting, 
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self-confident” manner of many Zionist functionaries intensely irri- 
tated British officials accustomed to greater deference from those per- 
sons they considered colonial subjects, and their consequent detestation 
of Zionists sometimes developed into general hostility toward Jews.* 
Even Jewish Britons felt bigotry’s chill, with Helen Bentwich (wife of 
Palestine’s attorney general, Norman Bentwich) complaining in 1921 
that “the average Englishman here is instinctively anti-Semitic” and 
that “there are such a lot of English people one can’t meet on equal 
terms because of their anti-Semitism.”> The situation worsened after 
Samuel’s departure four years later, when, as one British policeman 
noted, “anti-Semitism was no longer dangerous and official British 
‘society’ was able to do justice to its long-suppressed feelings”, indeed, 
Samuel’s successor, Lord Plumer, could tell his own replacement, Sir 
John Chancellor, in August 1928 that Jewish complaints about “the 
lack of cordiality towards them, socially, from British officials were . . . 
probably true.”® Chancellor himself held antisemitic views, believing 
that Jews had throughout history constituted a “disrupting element 
socially and politically” in the communities among which they lived 
(Russia being but the most recent example), and he grew quickly to 
detest the Zionists: “They are very aggressive and demand this and 
won't accept that, until I asked them who they thought was governing 
the country, them or me?”’ Similar was Palestine’s director of educa- 
tion Jerome Farrell: in November 1946 he complained in a departmen- 
tal memorandum that the “inhuman mass selfishness of concentrated 
Jewry” was “a phenomenon so far . . . without parallel in history” and 
warned that there was “no common moral and theological ground 
on which organized Jewry and a Christian civilization [could] stand 
together in harmony.”* 

Jews also suffered by comparison with Palestine’s Arabs, who the 
British generally (though, by no means universally) romanticized as 
a race. Writing to her parents from Jerusalem in 1922, Eunice Hol- 
liday reported that she liked the Arabs “very much indeed, they seem 
so much more dignified, refined and well-bred than either Jews or 
Europeans: somehow they seem so grand, as if they come from a very 
great people, and yet they are so simple,” and Britons continued to be 
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attracted by what they saw as their “pride in their traditions, and above 
all the exquisite courtesy and generous hospitality that enabled most 
British individually to enjoy social and official encounters with them.”® 
“Whether they whined, or threatened, or cajoled or protested,” the 
Arabs were, British Jewish jurist Horace Samuel complained in 1930, 
always “picturesque, ingratiating, sympathetic,” while the Jews were 
seen as “clumsy, fussy and aggressive,” even when right was seen to 
be on their side. The same was still true seventeen years later: in his 
account of his time as a member of the Anglo-American Committee of 
Inquiry into Jewish immigration into Palestine in 1946, British mem- 
ber of Parliament Richard Crossman stated that “somehow we like the 
Arabs even though they fight us, and we dislike the Jews even if our 
interests run together,” and he quoted a British official as stating that 
“there are two societies in Jerusalem, not three. One is Anglo-Arab 


and the other is Jewish. The two just can’t mix.”!! 


“Most Constables Regretted What the Jews Did” 


Arthur Koestler claimed that “the lower one descended in the hier- 
archy” of the British Palestine Mandate, “the more noticeable was 
anti-Jewish feeling, which on the lowest level, that of the Palestine 
Police, reached scandalous proportions.” The force undoubtedly 
did contain its share of antisemites. However, the great majority of 
them were created during their BSPP service rather than recruited 
into the force fully formed. In the early years, recruits were exposed 
to Judeo-Bolshevik conspiracy theories that, although first raised by 
British army officers during the OETA (South) period, were most stri- 
dently expounded by the then Palestine police chief, Lieutenant Colo- 
nel Percy Bramley, for whom they became something of an obsession; 
in fact, he continued to lobby the Colonial Office on the issue after 
his retirement in April 1923. And despite being downplayed by the 
Palestine government and Bramley’s successor, Arthur Mavrogordato, 
the perceived Judeo-Bolshevik threat became a central focus for the 
Criminal Investigation Department (CID) of the Palestine Police in 
the 1920s, so much so that the Shaw Commission inquiring into the 
1929 anti-Zionist riots blamed the department’s preoccupation with 
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the issue for the lapses in intelligence about the upsurge in Arab anti- 
Jewish feeling that directly led to the carnage that left 133 Jews dead." 
Antisemitic feeling in the BSPP was exacerbated by the fallout from 
the riots themselves, particularly the blistering criticism of the police 
response by Zionist Jews in Palestine and elsewhere. 

However, it was the perceived savagery of what Richard Catling, 
head of the CID’s Jewish Affairs section, termed “the Jewish brand of 
terrorism” during the final years of the Mandate that frequently trans- 
formed simmering resentment into outright racial hatred. No single 
assault on the BSPP equaled in infamy the attacks perpetrated against 
the British army, such as the April 1946 shooting of seven members of 
the Sixth Airborne Division in a Tel Aviv parking lot and the hang- 
ing of two British sergeants, Mervyn Paice and Clifford Martin, in 
July 1947. But attacks on the police, whom the Irgun lambasted as 
the “mercenaries and instruments of [the] regime” and the “Pales- 
tine Gestapo,” were unremitting throughout the 1946-48 period. 
‘Twenty-two BSPP personnel had been killed by Zionist insurgents 
between 1939 and 1945. But more than four times this number were 
killed between January 1946 and the termination of the Mandate in 
May 1948. BSPP constable Frank Jones cited such attacks as the turn- 
ing point for him in terms of his attitudes toward Palestine’s Jews: “I 
treated them all as Palestinians, they were always equal, until they 
hanged those army sergeants, and I thought ‘what sort of people are 
these?’ They were killing off six British policemen a month; they mur- 
dered over 250 of us. . . . That’s when I knew what an evil people the 
Jews were.” Similarly, Constable Bertie Braddick cited the attack on 
the Sixth Airborne Division as his reason for enlisting in the BSPP 
and was himself almost killed by a Jewish insurgent: “I think generally 
most constables regretted what the Jews did and thought it was a dis- 
gusting way of behaving. . . . [regret what the Jews did and I think they 
should pay for it. And frankly I would like to see the Arabs wipe them 
right off the face of the earth. Every single one of them, man, women 
and child, not only there but everywhere.” Such violent antisemitic 
feeling was fueled by the British belief that the Jews were biting the 
hand that had recently fed them. As deputy police superintendent Jack 
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Binsley subsequently put it, the Zionist insurgency represented for the 
BSPP “the most blatant ingratitude toward a benevolent country who 
had granted them access to Palestine and then protected them from 
the Arabs to allow them to create a home in the Holy Land.” 

The police also directed their outrage at the wider Yishuv. David 
Cesarani made a case for a “persistent and resilient philo-Semitism” 
among the British security forces during this period, but there is little 
evidence of it in the BSPP. Some policemen did admire the Zionists’ 
manifest achievements. But the majority were infuriated by what they 
viewed as the Yishuv’s tacit support for the insurgents. BSPP constable 
Anthony Wright summed up this feeling in his diary in June 1946: 
“The terrorist is the ‘man-in-the-street’ and the worker on the land; 
the scoutmaster, the teacher, the factory worker and shop-keeper.” And 
this message was reinforced in Arab propaganda pamphlets widely cir- 
culated among the police: “The Yishuv manned the terrorist groups. 
The Yishuv protected, sheltered and covered the terrorists. The Yishuv 
never cooperated with you in any way to stop [their] cowardly and 
barbarous deeds. . . . The acts were hailed by all the Jews as acts of 
Jewish bravery.” The stridently antisemitic poem “A Policeman’s 
Lament” proved particularly popular with BSPP personnel. Framed 
as the last words of a mortally wounded British policeman, it urged the 
BSPP to take revenge by killing “every damned son of Zion” and make 
“Hell . . . their National Home.”" 


“It Was Impossible to Feel Impartial” 


The attitudes of Irish policemen serving in the later Mandate period 
toward Palestine’s Jewish communities were broadly reflective of 
the feelings of their British-born colleagues. The Irish Redemptor- 
ist writer J. J. W. Murphy, who visited Palestine during this time, 
later stated that “it was impossible to feel impartial [between Arabs 
and Jews] when all the hostility came from the Jewish side only,” and 
the great majority of Irish policemen were anti-Jewish in outlook on 
account of the Zionist insurgency, an insurgency that claimed the lives 
of nine compatriot colleagues between December 1945 and May 1948. 
So, despite having “never had any contact” with them during his time 
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as a BSPP constable, Thomas Freeburn from Fermanagh developed a 
general dislike of Palestine’s Jews: “I did not like the Jewish people... . 
I’m not saying [they] were all bad. But it was very difficult to like them, 
Ill put it like that. Mainly because of what was happening.” The views 
of Martin Moore, who enlisted as a BSPP constable in October 1946, 
were also defined by what he termed “the Jewish terrorist campaign.” 
While his sympathies prior to deployment were “more pro-Arab . . . 
but without any real convictions,” he was, having grown up in the Lit- 
tle Jerusalem area of Dublin’s south city, well disposed toward Judaism 
and Jewish culture, and he had Jewish friends. However, his experi- 
ence of policing in Palestine turned him “violently against the Jews” 
living there. So it was with George Burton from Meath, who enlisted 
in the BSPP in 1938 and served until the Mandate’s end: he “sympa- 
thized with the Arabs, and more so as the Jewish terrorists increased 
in violence,” as did Constable Patrick Cawley from North Tipperary, 
recruited in October 1946: “You wouldn’t be able to say one side was 
worse than the other or one was better than the other; the only thing 
we could say is that it was the Jewish terrorists that were giving us the 
agro.” Even policemen self-described as pro-Zionist in outlook felt 
conflicted by the insurgents’ campaign: “My sympathies were with the 
Jews to a certain extent because I was aware of the Holocaust and all 
the atrocities that went on there. But at the same time . . . it was dif- 
ficult to have sympathies when you were being shot at as well.”"* 
While the personal testimonies of Irish postwar recruits are devoid 
of the deep-seated racial hatred that their British counterparts some- 
times display, a small number do betray a decidedly antisemitic world- 
view. However, Irish antisemitic policemen were, in common with their 
British counterparts, usually created in Palestine rather than recruited 
fully formed: the great majority of Irish policemen had no prejudices 
or preconceptions about Jews prior to their departure for Palestine or 
any real knowledge of Jewish nationalism. This absence of antecedent 
antisemitism among Irish Catholic policemen is somewhat surprising, 
for antisemitism was commonplace in Irish Catholic culture during 
the period of the Palestine Mandate and was shared by many Irish 
Catholics who served there, most notably Sir Michael McDonnell, the 
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territory’s chief justice between 1927 and 1936.” (According to Sir John 
Chancellor, “Both he and Lady McDonnell [were] devout Catholics 
and, like all Latins in Palestine, strongly anti-Semitic,” while the head 
of the Jewish Agency’s political department, and future first Israeli 
foreign minister, Moshe Shertok/Sharett, described McDonnell as an 
“inveterate Jew-hater.”)”” Moreover, while many in Ireland held a prin- 
cipled objection to the territorial partition on which a Jewish state’s 
creation necessarily depended,”! Irish anti-Zionism essentially sprang 
fully formed from Irish Catholic Judeophobia’s head, finding its basis 
in anti-Judaic theology according to which the Roman expulsion of 
the Jews from Judea in the first and second centuries CE constituted 
a divine punishment for their deicide and perfidy (their continuing 
exile a continuing vindication of the Christian revelation) as well as in 
ancient Christian anxieties about perceived resultant Jewish enmity, 
which found collective expression in mid-twentieth-century Ireland 
in the Judeo-Bolshevik myth. According to its Irish version, “atheistic 
communism” was a Jewish-controlled vehicle for the subversion of the 
Catholic Church and Catholic social order, and international Jewry’s 
violent attempt to reassert sovereignty over the cradle of Christian- 
ity through Zionism was therefore viewed as another front in Judeo- 
Bolshevism’s war on the church already raging in Eastern Europe. 
Nonetheless, the majority of Irish Catholic postwar recruits were 
unaware of Zionism’s theological dimension, and the ones who were 
conversant with their church’s position, including the self-described 
devout, variously dismissed it as “academic,” “irrelevant,” or “poppy- 
cock.” In repudiating theological arguments, Irish Catholic policemen 
stood in marked contrast to some of their non-Catholic colleagues, 
who saw the Zionist struggle in distinctly eschatological terms. In 
June 1936 an official of Palestine’s Anglican Church noted that for 
“those who study their Bibles, believing that the prophecies with 
regard to the Jewish people mean something . . . it seems to be in line 
with God’s inscrutable plans that Palestine is to be the centre of Jewish 
national life in the future.” BSPP constable John Fitzpatrick, a Church 
of Ireland member from Clare, held a similar attitude, suggesting that 
Zionism constituted the prophesied “ingathering of exiles” (“As I saw 
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it the Jews were coming home”), while the Derry Presbyterian Con- 
stable William Bond saw it as part of the “divine providential plan” for 


9922 


God’s “chosen people. 
“Zionism and Judaism Differ Toto Caelo”? 


The indifference of Irish Catholic recruits to theological anti-Zion- 
ism was not shared by the Palestine Police Catholic chaplain, Father 
Eugene Hoade. Born in Galway in 1903, Hoade arrived in Palestine 
in 1931 as vice principal of Jerusalem’s Franciscan Terra Sancta Col- 
lege and was made custodian at the Basilica of Gethsemane in 1937. 
In September 1938, he was appointed Catholic chaplain to the Pales- 
tine Police with the honorary rank of district superintendent. Hoade 
arrived in Palestine a confirmed anti-Zionist, blaming “Zionism— 
political and acquisitive’—for destroying the harmonious relations 
that he believed the territory’s communities had, historically, enjoyed. 
He also believed that the Holy Land was “the inheritance of no par- 
ticular race but belonged to the world,” and he used his considerable 
influence in Jerusalem to advance the Vatican-supported provision 
of the November 1947 United Nations’ Palestine partition plan to 
designate the city an internationally administered corpus separatum.” 
However, in internationalization’s absence Hoade, like the Holy See, 
considered Arab sovereignty a far more palatable proposition than 
Zionist jurisdiction, and he vigorously campaigned to prevent Pal- 
estine’s Christian holy places from being placed under Jewish con- 
trol. His Irish compatriots among Palestine’s Catholic clergy (which 
included a number of nuns working with the Sisters of Charity and 
the Sisters of Saint Joseph of the Apparition) took a similar view. Most 
notably, his Franciscan confrere Father Tarcisius Hand lobbied the 
Irish government to take a proactive position on the holy places’ pres- 
ervation in the years following Israel’s foundation. 

Shortly after his arrival in Palestine, Hoade stated his belief that 
“Zionism and Judaism differ toto caelo.”** Yet his understanding of 
Zionism was colored by his attitudes toward Jews, attitudes that were 
very much informed by the theological Judeophobia current in con- 
temporary Catholic thinking. According to Hoade, Jewish nationhood 
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effectively ended “in the infamy of Calvary,” and the Jewish disper- 
sal was divinely ordained. (“Everybody must see in the history of the 
Jewish people the hand of God.”) Moreover, drawing on Catholic doc- 
trine about enduring Jewish enmity, he believed that Zionist forces 
were deliberately destroying Palestine’s Christian heritage through 
the systematic desecration of churches and shrines during the 1947- 
49 war.” However, Hoade’s anti-Zionism was also politico-nationalist 
in nature. According to J. J. W. Murphy, “The pattern of nationalist 
politics familiar to the Irish [in Palestine] was very little help” when 
judging the Arab-Zionist conflict, the claims of both sides being “full 
of the folklore and martyrology of their respective national struggles 
in the past—the Palestinian equivalents of [17]98 and Easter Week, of 
Robert Emmett, Michael Dwyer and Kevin Barry.” But Hoade, who 
came from a staunchly Republican background (his mother and three 
of his brothers took an active role in Ireland’s War of Independence), 
drew clear parallels, viewing the Palestinian Arabs as victims of a 
Zionist colonialist enterprise of the kind visited on Ireland by Brit- 
ain.” (In fact, so too did Murphy, who believed that “the traditional 
picture of Cromwell’s ‘Hell or Connaught’ policy in Ireland gives 
a fair idea of what happened in Palestine during 1948 to the Arabs 
whose homes then were in what is now Jewish territory.”)’ So strong 
was Hoade’s belief in Zionism’s injustice that he actively assisted Jeru- 
salem’s Arab militias during the 1947-49 war and continued to involve 
himself in anti-Zionist intrigue afterward when Gethsemane, situated 
just east of the Old City, came under Jordanian control. In April 1954, 
he was prevented by the Israeli authorities from crossing through 
the Mandelbaum Gate as what the Associated Press described as “a 
presumably suspect old enemy of Israel,” and, indeed, his animosity 
toward Zionism had continued unconcealed.”* Mythologist Joseph 
Campbell, who met Hoade in Jerusalem the same year, noted that he 
remained “very strong in his feelings for what the Jews had done,” 
declaring, “We are at war .. . six years of it.” Hoade was expelled from 
Jordan in 1956 as “politically suspect” on account of his ongoing pro- 


Palestinian activism.’ 


Irish Encounters with Zionism | 203 


“A Certain Sense of Fair Play” 


Hoade’s view of Zionism as a politically immoral adventure was not 
unusual among Irish officials in Palestine; in fact, Irishmen had been 
voicing reservations about the Zionist project since the days of OETA 
(South). For example, James Pollock, an administrative officer in the 
military regime, quickly earned a reputation for being anti-Jewish.” 
While Pollock shared in OETA (South)’s endemic antisemitism, he 
maintained that his “anti-Jewish sentiments [were] the result of a cer- 
tain sense of fair play” toward Palestine’s Arab, who he felt had been 
the victims of British bad faith. As he wrote his father, “The Arabs 
say we have betrayed them, that the Arab army fought with the Brit- 
ish against the Turk, to free the country of oppression, and now the 
freedom we offer is the oppression of the Jews, the most intolerant 
and arrogant people in the world,” and Pollock clearly concurred with 
these sentiments.*! Sympathy for the Arab case was particularly evident 
among Palestine’s Irish judiciary, and some Irish judges demonstrated 
partisanship toward the Arabs during the Great Revolt against the 
Mandatory administration of 1936-39. For example, president of Jeru- 
salem’s district court Oliver Plunkett publicly stated that he refused 
to consider himself bound by the special regulations issued by High 
Commissioner Sir Arthur Wauchope, setting out mandatory prison 
sentences for particular offenses, while Sir Michael McDonnell was 
so strongly sympathetic to the Arab anticolonialist cause that he was 
effectively dismissed as chief justice in 1936 because, in Wauchope’s 
words, “any judge holding such extreme and partisan views [could not] 
administer even-handed justice between Arab and Jew.”? While there 
is some truth in the charge that McDonnell’s anti-Zionism derived 
“from a fascist, antisemitic point of view,” he clearly believed in the 
justice of the Arab case for self-determination per se and, like Pol- 
lock, felt that the Balfour Declaration was a gross betrayal of British 
promises made to this end.” Moreover, McDonnell drew on the Irish 
historical experience to reject in principle the use of partition and 
segregation in the resolution of intercommunal conflicts, and he saw 
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rebellions like the one the Arabs were waging as a natural response to 
continued bad governance.** 

Irish policemen in the Palestine Mandate were less receptive to the 
Arab case. This attitude partly derived from their frequent employ- 
ment as the instruments of Arab nationalism’s suppression. The first 
significant deployment of Irish policemen—the 250 former RIC who, 
as the “Police Notes” column of the Irish Times put it, “transfer[red] 
from the ‘Isle of Saints’ to the Holy Land” with the British Section 
of the Palestine Gendarmerie—took the lead in containing what was 
essentially an inchoate Arab anti-Zionist insurgency in 1922-23. As 
Major General Hugh Tudor, the former Irish police chief appointed 
Palestine’s joint general officer commanding and director of public 
security in February 1922, remarked sourly to Norman Bentwich, 
these men “had to leave Ireland because of the principle of Irish self- 
determination, and were sent to Palestine to resist the Arab attempt 
at self-determination.”** Furthermore, some 250 Irish policemen were 
serving in the BSPP in 1936-39 when the force formed the front line 
against the Arab Revolt, and the killing of policemen was one of the 
insurgents’ tactical constants. (Hundreds of Irishmen also served in 
British army regiments such as the Royal Ulster Rifles, the Royal Irish 
Regiment, and the Irish Guards, which were transferred to Palestine 
to assist in the rebellion’s suppression.) Yet a distinct indifference to 
Arab nationalist arguments was also discernible among Irish police- 
men who served in the post-Second World War period when the 
Arabs were essentially on the Mandatory’s side. 

Some of these men looked down on Palestine’s Arabs, believing, 
like Irish high commissioner Sir Alan Cunningham that they were a 
hopelessly primitive people.” However, the great majority were very 
well disposed, identifying with elements of Arab culture and discern- 
ing in the Arab character a temperament and outlook similar to their 
own. For example, Patrick Cawley “personally found the Arabs very 
very like the Irish—very laid back . . . very humble people to deal 
with . . . very easy to get on with.” So too did Michael Burke, a BSPP 
constable from Sligo recruited in October 1946, who admired the 
Irish-style “simplicity” of Arab culture, particularly the lifestyle of the 
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bedouins: “They were people who were living and existing and, bear- 
ing in mind that I [came] from the west coast of Ireland . . . I had to 
depend on the sea and on the land to live when I was a child [so] I fitted 
in quite well normally.” The hospitality of Arab village culture struck 
a particular chord with Irish policemen, particularly those individu- 
als from rural areas of Ireland such as Thomas Freeburn, for whom it 
evoked memories of home: “If you had to go with them to their home 
for any reason it would be ‘come, come, coffee, sit, sit.’ They were very 
friendly, nice people in comparison to the Jewish people. . . . They 
reminded me sometimes of good-hearted Irish people, you know, that 
sort of thing.”*” 

This sense of affinity meant that Irish policemen had great sympa- 
thy for the Arab situation in the spring of 1948. Freeburn’s statement 
that he was “very very sad . . . as any right-minded person would be” 
at the outcome of the 1947-49 war is typical of the reaction among 
Irish (and indeed British) BSPP personnel, and even those Irish such 
as John Fitzpatrick, who supported the Zionist project, “had a great 
deal of sympathy for the Arabs” and felt they “were being manipulated 
by their own people as well as by everybody else.”** But such pro-Arab 
sympathies were generally personal rather than political. Contempo- 
rary sources indicate that Irish Palestine policemen had little sense 
of thwarted Arab nationalism in the final years of the Mandate, and 
charges that the Arabs were denied their right to self-determination 
by Zionism were leveled in retrospect. The parallels between the Arab 
and Irish experience that were occasionally articulated in Ireland, par- 
ticularly after the defeat of the Great Arab Revolt, were seldom drawn 
by Irish policemen, reflective perhaps of a colonial condescension, 
even among those individuals most sympathetic to Palestine’s Arabs, 
that viewed them as incapable of the evolved national consciousness 
that legitimized opposition to imperial rule. 


“Ireland 1921—Palestine 1945” 


Not so Palestine’s Jews. In his 1939 account of his experiences with 
the Second Irish National Pilgrimage to the Holy Land four years 
earlier, Edward Doherty noted that “it appears as if the Jews will never 
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form a people here, notwithstanding recent developments, for they 
are no longer a nation, but a mere assemblage of people coming from 
different countries and quite incapable of re-annexation.”*? But by 
the mid-1g40s, Zionism’s success in forging a Jewish national identity 
in Palestine was self-evident, leading some Irish policemen to draw 
parallels between Irish and Jewish nationalism and view Zionism’s 
anti-British campaign as an independence struggle similar to Ireland’s 
own. Although Vladimir Jabotinsky remained ambivalent as to the 
relevance of the Irish Revolution as a historical model for revision- 
ist Zionism, “understanding and learning from Irish Republicanism” 
became, in the wake of the 1929 riots, “an integral part of devising a 
more militant stand.”*° And although the Irish model was ultimately 
rejected as a blueprint for action (asked whether the Irgun had been 
“influenced by guerrilla groups in other countries militarily and ideo- 
logically,” its former leader Menachem Begin simply replied, “We 
learned from the history of our own people and ourselves”), parallels 
between the Zionist insurgency and the Irish Revolution continued to 
be drawn in the postwar period, most passionately by Irgun insurgent 
Avshalom Haviv at his capital trial in July 1947: 


You will probably remember that in Ireland too you [Britain] seized 
a small country and captured people by force of arms and deceit in 
the name of religion and under the cover of “law and order.” When 
the sons of Ireland rose up against you, you tried to drown the rising 
against tyranny in rivers of blood, you set up gallows, you murdered 
in the streets, you exiled, you ran amok and believed, in your stupid- 
ity, that by dint of persecution, you would break the resistance of 
the free Irish.” 


Militant pro-Zionist organizations such as the Irgun front, the Ameri- 
can League for a Free Palestine, adopted a similar line (its sloganeering 
on the subject summed up by an apoplectic James Dillon, then a non- 
party Irish parliamentarian, as “Free Ireland—Free Palestine: Support 
the resistance against the British terror”), as did American publisher 
and author William Ziff, who frequently drew Ireland-Palestine par- 
allels.# Meanwhile, in Palestine, some policemen noted the painting 


Irish Encounters with Zionism | 207 


of slogans such as “Ireland 1921—Palestine 1945” and “Eire 1922” on 
the funnels of Jewish immigrant ships docked in the harbor at Haifa.** 

BSPP sergeant Patrick McGrath recalled that the immigrant ship 
slogans angered those Irishmen who saw no similarities between the 
Jewish campaign for statehood and the Irish Revolution twenty-five 
years before. But some drew clear parallels. As John Humphreys, a 
BSPP constable from Limerick recruited in March 1947, explained, 
“From the aspect of Irishness it was obvious that the Jews deserved 
a homeland. . . . They had come from a situation where they had 
been victimized throughout the Western world, from Russia, all over 
Europe, the Holocaust, the whole damn thing. And they were deter- 
mined to fight to get a Jewish state as a nation and I thought they were 
entitled to it, like we were ourselves.” Patrick Tynan, a BSPP constable 
from Galway recruited in March 1947, and Paul MacMahon also cited 
similarities with “the Irish situation” to argue that “the Jews needed a 
national home,” and they drew a distinction between the Haganah on 
one side and the Irgun and Lehi/Stern Gang on the other, considering 
the former a legitimate military force.* As John P., a BSPP constable 
from Tipperary, put it, the Haganah, unlike the Irgun and Lehi, “was 
fighting a very honest war,” and he felt similar to Martin Moore, who 
drew an ex post facto analogy with Northern Ireland to describe the 
Haganah as “more or less like the SDLP,” the province’s constitu- 
tional national party, and “the Stern Gang and the Irgun [as] terror- 
ists” equivalent to the Provisional IRA.*° And while Patrick Cawley 
condemned the Irgun and Lehi out of hand, he drew on the Irish his- 
torical experience to express some sympathy for idealists such as Dov 
Gruner, the young Irgun operative executed by the British at the Acre 
jail in April 1947: “He was only a young lad, like Kevin Barry. . . only 
a teenager. . . . [O]kay, he did atrocities and things like that but like 
a lot of other youngsters in the days of the old IRA they all joined in 
thinking they were fighting for Ireland. These fellows thought they 
were fighting for Jewish Israel.”* 

Most Irish policemen shared their British counterparts’ suspi- 
cion of the wider Yishuv. Although BSPP sergeant Gerald Murphy 
noted that “police who studied Hebrew acquired Jewish friends and, 
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in consequence, developed a greater sympathy with the Jewish cause,” 
fewer than 10 percent of Irish policemen elected to do so, the remain- 
der studying Arabic instead. Moreover, those friendships formed were 
frequently compromised by lack of trust on the Irishmen’s part. Mur- 
phy recalled his hesitancy to form a relationship with a Jewish female 
acquaintance, fearing that “her deportment might be the dissimulation 
of a practiced terrorist decoy,” and many other policemen were simi- 
larly suspicious. For example, while Paul MacMahon tried to “bear 
in mind that not all Jews were terrorists” and noted that many were 
“very friendly,” he felt that “a lot of them that were very friendly were 
still terrorists, friendly to your face.” However, the attitudes of some 
Irish policemen toward the Yishuv were tempered by memories of the 
Irish Revolution, during which the British security forces tended to 
regard all civilians as “Shinners.” So although John P. felt “absolute 
hostility” from the Jewish population he policed, he tried “not [to] tar 
them all with the [terrorist] brush as the British had done to the Irish,” 
while Michael Burke took any hostility he encountered from either 
side on the chin, as he “understood . . . being an Irishman . . . what the 
occupation of another person’s country meant.” And although Patrick 
McGrath was unforgiving of what he saw as widespread Jewish sup- 
port for the insurgents, he differentiated between Zionist and non- 
Zionist Jews: “Mind you, what the Jews did! The Zionists I mean, the 
old Jewish people who weren’t Zionists, I had an affinity for them. I 
respected them.”*8 


Conclusion 


Speaking to Israeli writer Hadara Lazar about his years in the Pal- 
estine judiciary, Sir Michael Hogan recalled “a saying that anybody 
coming to Palestine arrived as rather pro-Jewish, but after a while 
became rather pro-Arab, and generally ended as being pro-British,” 
and his own sympathies shifted in this way.* Those attitudes of his 
compatriot policemen generally did not. Although a small number 
of those Irish recruited in the Mandate’s twilight years arrived with 
pro-Arab or pro-Jewish sympathies, the great majority had little prior 
knowledge of the Arab-Zionist conflict and were without sympathies 
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either way. Moreover, the ones who did arrive “pro-Jewish” usually 
stayed so, despite a feeling that, as one put it, “the Jews went too far.” 
And while most did become “rather pro-Arab,” they also “ended” 
their service this way and remained “pro-Arab” afterward, coming 
to believe, in Gerald Murphy’s words, that “the Arabs were robbed 
and the robbery legalized.”*° Indeed, Irish BSPP veterans are (in com- 
mon with the great majority of their British counterparts) today over- 
whelmingly pro-Palestinian, and several are members of Palestinian 
support groups and charities for which the Palestine Police Old Com- 
rades’ magazine (published thrice annually from 1947 until 2015) car- 
ried appeals. And although post-1967 events, particularly the Israeli 
settlement of the West Bank, are occasionally cited as their reasons 
for hostility to Israel, most Irish veterans date it to their time in Pales- 
tine and the opposition to Zionism in which it resulted. In this sense, 
these men generally “became” anti-Zionist, “ended” anti-Zionist, and 
remained anti-Zionist for life. 


Epilogue 


AIDAN BEATTY AND DAN O'BRIEN 


Irish history writing has often suffered from an inward-looking per- 
spective. The twenty-six counties’ assumed status as a sacra insula 
postindependence finds an odd analogue in the bulk of the work on 
that state’s history. That events in Ireland might have been profoundly 
influenced by goings-on further afield has been downplayed in favor 
of what R. M. Douglas aptly calls, in his contribution to this volume, 
“an unarticulated Sonderweg thesis for modern Ireland.” Irish histo- 
rians reassured themselves “that nothing that happened on the Euro- 
pean continent need disturb the tranquility of their scholarly lives.” 
Indeed, much of the literature on the so-called Irish Revolution of 
1912-23 has had surprisingly little to say about other contemporane- 
ous revolutions, not the Bolshevism of Russia, Hungary, or Germany 
or the anticlericalism and land seizures of Mexico or the colonial 
transfer of power to the Wafd in Egypt. More recently, thankfully, 
this edifice has shown some cracks. The recent transnational turn 
in Irish historiography has done much to place Ireland into broader 
geographies and to show how porous are the borders of that “combi- 
nation of chemical elements [we are] pleased to call Ireland.”! Schol- 
ars such as Ciaran O’Neill and Enda Delaney have advanced this new 
subfield of Irish history writing.’ The often miserly response from 
an older guard of Irish historians, however—refusing to accept that 
there was ever an inward-looking problem in the first place—shows a 
marked resistance to change as well as the truth of Douglas’s barbed 
comments.’ 
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The essays in this collection emphasize the value of placing Ire- 
land in broader global currents. R. M. Douglas’s contribution shows 
how a comparative European perspective does much for the study of 
antisemitism in Ireland, and Sander L. Gilman’s essay highlights the 
structural similarities and shared trajectories of anti-Jewish and anti- 
Irish rhetoric in the nineteenth century. Dan Lainer-Vos highlights 
the comparabilities and key differences of Irish and Jewish Ameri- 
can political activism and how, in both cases, a diasporic longing for 
home collided with the American realities of these two prominent 
white ethnic groups. In almost the same vein, Muiris O Laoire’s chap- 
ter explores how much the revival of the Irish language can be bet- 
ter understood when we compare it to the roughly contemporaneous 
revival of Hebrew. Seán William Gannon, in his contribution, reveals 
how large numbers of Irish people continued to operate within trans- 
national British imperial networks well after 1922; Irishmen serving in 
the Palestine Police in the 1940s drew on both nationalist and impe- 
rialist ideas to understand their role as gendarmes in a Jewish Arab 
society on the verge of civil war. And George Bornstein’s chapter, a 
creative approach to autobiography, is a comparable commentary on 
how one “Irish” life was lived within transnational frames. 

The problem of an inward-looking perspective in Irish history 
writing has been neatly paralleled by a most unadventurous meth- 
odology. Surveying the recent course of revisionist historiography, 
the dominant mold in Irish academe, Kerby Miller made the biting 
comment that “much revisionist history—once innovative and stimu- 
lating—has become tediously predictable.” John Regan has strongly 
criticized the county histories and local studies favored by many 
mainstream Irish historians: “In these approaches—local, personal, 
intimate—the greater political forces at play—abstract, impersonal, 
universal—too easily can go overlooked. . . . Rather than liberating us 
this approach may be limiting, even voyeuristic. . . . It also marginal- 
izes ideology as a motivational factor.” These criticisms certainly hold 
water; just as Irish historians have often been unwilling to look further 
afield for comparative analyses, so too they have ignored new theories, 
new methodologies, and new approaches. It should be said, though, 
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that Marxist historians and gender historians have a long track record 
of importing new methods for understanding the Irish past.* 

The chapters collected here showcase a number of innovative 
approaches to history writing. Natalie Wynn’s survey of the method- 
ology of Irish Jewish history writing demonstrates the limits of previ- 
ous studies of the Jews of Ireland, Cormac Ó Grada’s Jewish Ireland in 
the Age of Joyce and Dermot Keogh’s Jews in Twentieth Century Ireland 
among them. As Wynn brings to light, these works, which have long 
defined what we think we know about the Irish Jewish community, 
have shown a marked readiness to accept the central myths of that 
community rather than engage in a more thorough deconstruction of 
the meanings of Irish Jewish identity. Wynn’s chapter thus sets out a 
program for future studies of Irish Jewish history. Peter Hession’s con- 
tribution, part of a number of recent spatially focused works of Irish 
studies,’ also shows how much an innovative approach to the past can 
elucidate what we think we know about Irish Jewish history. Trisha 
Oakley Kessler’s chapter, straddling the boundaries of cultural history 
and economics, indicates how such a theoretically informed interdis- 
ciplinary methodology is needed to fully understand the Irish past in 
general and the Irish Jewish past in particular. 

A smoldering controversy in Irish historiography in recent years 
has honed in on accusations—and counteraccusations—about pos- 
sible “ethnic cleansing” of Protestant populations before and after 
1922, with communities in West Cork placed at the center of these 
polemics. Events that may (or may not) have happened in the town- 
land of Dunmanway have been a primary concern, as has the work of 
the deceased Canadian historian Peter Hart, who first fomented many 
of these claims. Hart has been posthumously accused, not always 
unfairly, of simplistic readings of primary sources and, at the outer- 
most limits, of fabricating evidence.® The debates have been intense, 
politically charged, and sometimes verbally violent. They have also 
quickly turned down a dead-end street. While questions of social tol- 
erance, ethnic violence, and ethnic exclusion, and the imaginary bor- 
ders a society chooses to draw around itself, are all clearly important, 
this debate has engaged with none of those issues. Instead, the focus, 


Epilogue | 273 


as with so much else in Irish history writing, has been on the hyper- 
empirical, on censuses, school records, and endless riffing on demo- 
graphic minutiae. More profound questions about the nature of the 
Irish nation, about multiculturalism, and about the multiple meanings 
of sectarianism and identity have thus been all but ignored. Irish Jew- 
ish history provides an escape from this frustrating cul-de-sac. 

As Heather Miller Rubens’s analysis in this volume shows, many 
Irish Jews flocked to the cause of Irish nationalism in the crucial years 
before 1916, yet Jewish support for Irish nationalism was an instant 
source of controversy. Trisha Oakley Kessler has similarly shown how 
the de Valera government’s willingness to bring Nazi-era Continental 
Jewish industrialists to Ireland caused a stir among the antisemitic 
wing of mainstream Irish politics; Jews were seen as too foreign to 
ever become properly Irish. Abby Bender’s chapter shows how Irish 
identity and Jewishness have had a long and highly complicated his- 
tory. And Stephen Watt’s contribution adeptly explores George Ber- 
nard Shaw’s investigations of Jewish Questions, in particular the work 
of the fin-de-siécle pessimist and convert to Zionism Max Nordau. As 
Watt brings to light, Irishness and Jewishness had their wires crossed 
in Shaw’s vision. Watt’s chapter also points to the need for Irish his- 
torians to pay greater attention to literature and literary scholars; the 
parochialism of Irish history writing is thrown into even sharper relief 
by the cosmopolitanism, interdisciplinarity, and innovative global bor- 
rowing of Irish literary theorists.” Moreover, Bender, Miller Rubens, 
Watt, and Oakley Kessler all point to the importance of Jewish studies 
for Irish studies. 

It is not only Irish literary theory but also Irish literature itself 
that can inform this debate. Ruth Gilligan’s novel Nine Folds Make a 
Paper Swan (2016) presents an expansive vision of Jewish-Irish rela- 
tions that crosses borders of time and space. Divided into three sec- 
tions, the novel follows a Lithuanian Jewish family who lands in Cork 
at the turn of the last century. Set fifty years later, the second section 
shows a traumatized Jewish adolescent navigating an Irish institution 
for troubled youth. The novel closes with a view of the present day, 
where a young Irish woman living in Britain contemplates conversion 
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after falling in love with a Jewish Londoner. The novel expertly inves- 
tigates the intricate analogies between Irish and Jewish culture, laugh- 
ing, as Joyce did, at much of the supposed correspondences but finding 
nonetheless (like Joyce also) a foundational commonality in the art of 
storytelling. Many of Gilligan’s characters are storytellers of one kind 
or another. One, an early Jewish immigrant to Cork, tells a fantastical 
tale of a group of women who have spent their lives knitting, “until 
one day they had an argument and tried to pull apart, only to discover 
that they had knitted themselves together—their clothes, their hair, 
even their eyelashes, bound into one.”® This volume is the story of 
the Irish and Jews, bound together not by wool but by stories. Always 
multisided, often apocryphal, and rarely straightforward, these knot- 
ted yarns of connection are what this collection sets out to unravel. 
In the recent essay collection Kingdom of Olives and Ash (2017), 
Irish novelist Colm Tóibín reflects on a visit to Jerusalem in 1992 in 
the wake of the reelection of Yitzhak Rabin: “It was hard .. . in reading 
about the early years of Israel, not to be reminded of the revolution- 
ary generation in Ireland in the years leading up to the 1916 rebel- 
lion—their idealism, their belief in culture, their sense that they were 
making a better life for Irish people in the future.” He follows this 
memory with a caveat: “And it was difficult too in thinking about the 
fate of the Palestinians who suffered in the creation of Israel not to 
remember the history of dispossession in Ireland, of Irish Catholics 
in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries being removed from their 
land.” Like Abby Bender and Elizabeth Cullingford, Tóibín high- 
lights the ultimate futility of drawing stable parallels between ethnic, 
social, and national groups that are always, inevitably, in flux. The 
stories a nation tells itself are always open to reinterpretation. Writing 
in the same book, Toibin’s compatriot Colum McCann records his 
recent visits to Israel and Palestine. There he met with two men—one 
Israeli, one Palestinian—who both lost daughters in the ongoing con- 
flict. Their organization, Combatants for Peace, promotes dialogue 
between the two sides, as, they argue, it is only through the sharing 
of stories, the building of empathy, and the harnessing of shared sor- 
row that peace may succeed. As one tells the other, “It’s a disaster to 
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discover the humanity and nobility of your enemy—because then he 
is not your enemy anymore.” 

The study of the Jews in Ireland and the diasporas of Jews and 
Irish throughout the world can help readers reflect on today’s global 
issues of increasing immigration and growing intolerance. In “Shalom 
Park,” the Irish Jewish poet Simon Lewis writes of the former center 
of Jewish Cork: 


As I leave through the Shalom Park gates 
it sounds like a scene from the past, 

the calls and screams of children, 

their mothers shouting in Russian, 
Polish, Czech" 


The old Jewish quarter has become home to the new Irish and their 
families. In similar ways, the migratory patterns of the Jews and Irish 
provide models through which to consider migration today. Though 
Lewis’s poems do not shy away from the bigotry often experienced 
by Jewish newcomers in Ireland, they are also filled with a tentative 
optimism, as found in “Landsmanschaft,” in which a recently arrived 
Litvak writes home to his family: 


Though we don’t speak their language, 
they tip their hats to us like friends. 
Cousin, I think you'd like it here.” 


By exploring narratives of arrival, displacement, and belonging, Irish 
Jewish studies furthers the consideration of Ireland’s place in the world 
and the world’s place in Ireland. 

Irish Jewish studies is not just the study of actual Jews who hap- 
pened to live in Ireland (and whose history is often treated as a kind 
of separate existence in Ireland) but also the history of perceptions 
of Jews by some of the most important figures and institutions in 
mainstream Irish life. Irish Jewish studies can and should focus on the 
core of Irishness, not just on supposed anthropological oddities at the 
fringes. Studying “Jews” often means studying how particular societ- 
ies use invented ideas of Jewishness as a means to draw borders around 
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who does belong in society and exclude those individuals who do not. 
This latter approach, one of the most lively in Jewish studies today, is 
telegraphed by Bender, Miller Rubens, Watt, and Oakley Kessler.” 
Indeed, all the chapters in this collection are grounded in both Jew- 
ish studies and Irish studies and show how much each can inform 
the other. The Irish and the Jews were two of the classic outliers of 
Europe, with Irish nationalism and Zionism developing remarkably 
similar theories about how to end that “Other” status. This collection 
of essays thus makes a timely and important contribution to both Irish 
studies and Jewish studies. 
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